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NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1960 


THURSDAY, MAY 5, 1960 


ConGress OF THE UNITED S7arTEs, 
Joint COMMITTEE ON WASHINGTON 
MerropoLiraAN PRoBLEMs, 
Washington, D.C. 

The Joint Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:15 a.m., in room 
6226, New Senate Office Building, Senator Alan Bible (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Bible (chairman), Morse, and Beall; Repre- 
sentatives McMillan (vice chairman), Smith, and Broyhill. 

Also present: Hon. John R. Foley, U.S. Representative from the 
Sixth District of Maryland. 

Frederick Gutheim, staff director; William P. Gulledge, counsel, 
Senate Committee on the District of Columbia. 

The Cuatrman. The hearing will come to order. I am delighted 
to see such a large attendance this morning. I hope the results of 
the next 2 days ’ heari ings are fruitful. 

This is a hearing of the Joint Committee on Washington Metro- 
politan Problems, which is devoting its attention to considering two 
identical bills, S. 3193 and H.R. 11135, referred to it under the provi- 
sions of Senate Concurrent Resolution 101 by the House and Senate 
Committees on the District of Columbia. 

The Joint Committee is not a standing committee of Congress, and 
does not report legislation. Because of its previous studies and hear- 
ings on metropolitan transportation, and the circumstance that the 
members of the Joint Committee are all members of the House and 
Senate District Committees, Congress has disposed of this legislation 
in a uniquely practical way, and one which, it is to be hoped, will 
expedite legislative action. 

I think it is apparent to all of us that action on area mass transpor- 
tation is long overdue. Despite strenuous efforts by traffic control, 
street widening, new bridges and expressway construction, the rush- 
hour congestion is steadily growing worse. The city’s parks and large 
areas of taxable property ‘from which buildings have been removed 
have been given over to daylong parking. 

Measures that are be ing t: aken to speed the movement of automobile 
traflic have created their own problems. Expressways bring more 
traffic into the central city than it can handle. They appear to be 
accelerating long-established trends of residential and employment 
decentralization. The impact of superhighways on many of the city’s 
best residential areas and parks has brought many thoughtful citizens 


to the appreciation that such improvements are not an unmixed 
blessing. 











2 NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1960 


These issues come to a focus when we look at the commuting prob- 
lem. The general movement of people in this metropolitan area, 
around the clock, does not present overwhelming problems. It is the 
daily journey to ‘and from work that makes the difficulty. 

Efficient commuter transportation demands rapid transit. The elec- 
tric railway and the express bus offer the ie currently feasible 
methods of carrying large numbers of people for distances up to 50 
miles at high rates of speed. Such services, operating in exclusive 
rights-of-way, do not now exist in the W ashington area. 

The mass transportation survey, authorized by Congress and sup- 
ported by special appropriations totaling $460,000, sur veyed the trans- 
portation needs of the metropolitan area to the year 1980. This bold 
projection represented a tremendous effort on the part of the local 
governments of this area, working within the framework of the Na- 
tional C apital Regional Planning Council, and with the active co- 
operation of the States involved. 

They took the measure of the problem we face, and proposed a net- 
work of highways and transit facilities to meet our needs for many 
years to come. Last November, this committee held 6 days of ex- 
tensive hearings on the transportation plan, and published a record 
of over a thousand printed pages. It established conclusively the need 
for, and widespread public support for, rail rapid transit to serve 
present and future needs of this rapidly ¢ erowing area. 

The transportation plan also recommended the establishment of 
organizations to provide improved transportation. The plan recom- 
mended an interstate agency to regulate transit services. An inter- 
state compact to set up such an agency has been before the Senate and 
House Judiciary Committees for some time. 

The plan also recommended a Federal agency to design and build 
transit facilities, to be succeeded by an interstate agency established 
by Maryland, Virginia, and the District of Columbia. 

Following last November’s hearings, at which the President ex- 
pressed his grave concern with the transportation problems of the 
National Capital region, the Bureau of the Budget took the initiative 
in developing legislation to establish a transportation agency and cor- 
poration. The legislation we are considering here today is the result 
of its work. Again, extensive labors by local government officials, 
State agencies, as well as numerous affected Federal departments, 
have been reflected. I would like to express our indebtedness to the 
many people who have worked to develop and improve the bills we 
have before us. 

As I have earlier said, this committee has given much thought to 
the question of metropolitan transportation. We have recognized it 
as the most important of the problems created by the growth and ex- 
pansion of the Washington metropolitan area. We have cooperated in 
the mass transportation survey. We conducted hearings in May 1958 
on the transportation plan as it was progressing toward final formu- 
lation. Since then we have issued more than half a dozen staff studies 
and committee documents dealing with metropolitan transportation. 
The committee has also reached some conclusions on this subject. 
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In Senate Report No. 38, published in January 1959, the committee 
advised that “some regional agency will clearly be required” in the 
field of transportation. It further contemplated the desirability of 
“some interim agency in this field to affect a transition between the 
present arrangements and those eventually to be desired in the light 
of the region’s future requirements.” 

The general organization of the hearings today and tomorrow is 
as follows: 

We will commence with the presentation of the bill by the Bureau 
of the Budget and the National Capital Planning Commission and 
the Regional Planning Council. Following that, the committee will 
hear comments by District and regional officials. This afternoon we 
hope to have comments from the State and local governments. 

We hope that if we move along expeditiously there will also be an 
opportunity today to hear some of the representatives of the trans- 
portation companies who will continue into tomorrow morning, when 
representatives of organized labor will also be heard. The committee 
will then hear representatives of business, civic organizations, and 
various individuals. You will find posted on the wall of the hearing 
room names of the witnesses and our best estimate of the time at 
which they are scheduled to appear. 

May I again say that as distinguished from our more general, 
earlier studies, today we are concentrating on the language of a bill, 
with such amendments as may be offered, describing the organization 
and financial arrangements of a new transportation agency and cor- 
poration. ‘The committee does not intend to go back over the ground 
which we covered in a week’s hearing last November in very exten- 
sive hearings. We have received much written testimony from many 
parties who are not able to appear either today or tomorrow. 

I am delighted that we have with us, although not members of this 
committee, two Congressmen from this area, Congressman Richard E. 
Lankford and Congressman John R. Foley. You are both invited to 
stay with us. Weare very happy to have these two distinguished Mem- 
bers of the House of Representatives here with us as representatives 
of areas that are vitally affected. You are both more than welcome 
throughout this hearing to sit at the hearing rostrum here. A\l- 
though you are not actually members of this committee, you may 
participate in these hearings. 

I know that Congressman Lankford has another commitment this 
morning, and we are going to call upon him first to present his 
views. 

Before I do this, I think in fairness I should ask if there are any 
further comments from any members of our committee at this time. 

Senator Morse, any comments at this time? 

Senator Morse. No comments. 

The Crarmman. Senator Beall? 

Senator Beaty. Not at this time. 

The CHatrman. Congressman McMillan? Congressman Smith? 
Congressman Broyhill? 

We will be very happy to hear from you, then, at this time, Con- 
gressman Lankford, a Member of the House of Representatives of 
the United States. . 
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STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD E. LANKFORD, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE FIFTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Representative Lankrorp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much this opportunity to appear 
briefly this morning before the committee to express certain of my 
thoughts and opinions on §S. 3193 and H.R. 11135. I regret exceed- 
ingly that I will be unable to devote as much time to this presentation 
this morning as I would like to, but, as I have previously advised the 
committee, I am scheduled to appear before the House Administra- 
tion Committee at 10:30 to urge immediate action on pending legis- 
lation providing for a liberalization of the Hatch Act. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not appear before this committee as a transpor- 
tation expert or to offer preconceived notions as to the merits of one 
form of transportation over another. I would like to state, however, 
the deep concern that I have that a transportation program move for- 
ward in this session of Congress. 

I know that this concern of mine is shared by the residents of Mary- 
land’s Fifth Congressional District, and particularly is this true of 
the residents of Prince Georges County. I would like to point out that 
development is proceeding at a startling rate in my district, encom- 
passing portions of Charles and Anne Arundel Counties. All of these 
people have a vital interest in the final shape of any transit plan 
agreed upon by all jurisdictions concerned. 

Although I will be expressing certain reservations to the form of the 
bill presently before the committee, and am concerned about the failure 
to adequately include my congressional district within the —— of the 
planning for the future transit system, I wish to emphasize that I be- 
lieve it is urgent that we make significant progress in this session of 
Congress. We must begin now to see our way out of the planning and 
study stage. I believe that the Prince Georges County Commissioners 
have previously expressed their concern over the failure to plan ade- 
Sie for the future growth of Prince Georges County. In this I 
concur. Prince Georges County is today the largest single county in 
the Washington metropolitan area and it is quite apparent that the 
largest percentage of growth will come in that county. 

Also, it is my belief that in the very near future we shall see this 
growth extending into Charles County and portions of Anne Arundel 
County heretofore undeveloped. 

So I wish to impress most strongly upon this committee, whatever 
agency is established, that from the very beginning in our concrete 
planning stages consideration must be shown to the three counties 
which I have mentioned to a degree that has not been shown hereto- 
fore. 

While I can assure the committee of my desire to cooperate to the 
fullest extent in expediting legislative recommendations from the com- 
mittee, I will insist, as I am sure the committee can appreciate, that 
Prince Georges County, in particular, and the other counties have 
proper representation on any authority that is created and that our 
needs are met. 
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To mention only one specific, and this is not to be interpreted as an 
all-out boost for this form of transportation, 1 am concerned about 
the apparent failure of the planners to consider in Prince Georges 
County fuller use of rail rapid transit. The county serves asa natural 
corridor between Washington and Baltimore, with tracks already in- 
stalled. There are also tracks and rights- of- way available to serve 
parts of southern Maryland. Therefore, a very serious deficit exists 
in present plans in failing to consider adequately how the existing 
lines and rights-of-way can be used in any mass tr: insport: ition system 
that is dev ised. 

One of the charts which I have studied at some length shows one 
of the subway systems stopping at the Anacostia Nav al Air Station. 
I fail to see any reason for terminating this line at this point. I am 
not trying to put this across as the only solution to transportation 
development. in Prince Georges County, for I think it is apparent that 
if we are going to achieve maximum efficiency we must rely on high- 
ways, bus transportation—both express and feeder buses—and rapid 
transportation. This should clearly indicate that the county has not 
been adequately considered. 

I am aware that numerous objections have been raised to certain 
of the proposals contained in 8S, 3193. It is my understanding that 
Senator Northrop of Maryland and Senator Fenwick of Virginia, 
members of the Metropolitan Regional Conference Committee on 
Transportation, will testify later today, and I believe will submit to 
the committee carefully considered amendments to the bill that I feel, 
if accepted by the committee, will enhance greatly the bill’s chances 
of success in this Congress. 

Personally, I am disturbed over the appointment of a single ad- 
ministrator ‘by the President, as I believe that it will be impossible for 
the States of Maryland and Virginia to obtain adequate representa- 
tion. 

I feel that the idea of a Board of Directors representing the three 
jurisdictions would be a more realistic one. 

Another suggestion that I believe should be adopted is that of re- 
serving to the Governors of the States of Mar yland and Virginia dis- 
approval authority of recommendations deemed by each Governor to 
be not in the best interests of his State, 

I have studied in detail many other objections that have been 
made to the bill and in most cases have found considerable support for 
the objections. We must realize it is going to be necessary for all 
to give just a little if a truly effective body is to be created that will 
insure a modern rapid transit system for the metropolitan area. 

I have the greatest confidence that a solution can be found and that 
the necessary vehicle for carrying out well-considered proposals can 
be established. It is my sincere hope that the first momentous step 
forward will be taken in the weeks ahead by the 86th Congress. 

[ am presently devoting a considerable portion of my time to an- 
other problem common to this entire area and that is the problem of 
water pollution abatement. The House Public Works Committee 
will hold hearings to provide for an orderly cleanup of the Potomac 








6 NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1960 


River next Thursday. In my discussions concerning methods avail- 
able that will provide a solution, I have found that all jurisdictions 
ere cooperating to the fullest extent and I believe that we are on the 
threshold of making very substantial progress. 

Although I realize that S. 3193 deals “entirely with a Transporta- 
tion Authority, I believe that the experience gained in the pollution 
field can be utilized as a guide in the establishment of a Transporta- 
tion Authority. Perhaps some thought can be given to creating a 
single overall authority with subdivisions for transportation and 
water pollution control. Substantial progress must be made in both 
of these problem areas virtually simultaneously if we are to proceed 
with an orderly economic development of this entire region. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much for this opportunity to 
appear. I stand ready to assist the committee in any way possible and 
will endeavor to do my utmost to see that this committee’s recom- 
mendations to the House are acted upon just as speedily as possible. 
Again, may I apologize for having to run ‘off, and thank you very 
much for your graciousness in allowing me to appear at the first 
witness. 

The Cuamman. We very much appreciate your appearance here 
today, Congressman Lankford. We recognize, I know, that you 
have other commitments. Any time that you are free, we will be 
very happy to have you join us here around the table. 

Representative LANKrorp. Thank you very much. 

The CHarrmMan. Are there any questions? 

Representative Broyutiu. This is more in the nature of a personal 
request. 

I understand that you are appearing before the House Administra- 
tion Committee. I have been asked to testify on that same subject 
there, and I would appreciate it if you would advise the committee 
of my inability to attend and w hy, and to associate me with your 
position in regard to that legislation, because we are certainly in 
accord insofar as that provision of the Hatch Act is concerned. 

Representative Lanxrorp. Thank you. I shall certainly do so, Mr. 
Broyhill. 

Senator Bratx. I think that is a good suggestion, Congressman. 
I might say that Congressman Smith ‘and I sponsored jointly 7 years 
ago similar legislation, and Senator Byrd and I have the same bili now 
in the Senate. 

Representative Lanxrorp. That is good. We can count on your 
support, then, when this comes to the floor. 

The Crarrman. Thank you very much. Our next witness is Mr. 
Staats, Deputy Director of the Budget and his staff people. If 
he will simply come to the head table, I think this is a proper 
place to have inserted in the record the two bills S. 3193 and H.R. 
11135. 

I am advised that all of the agency reports have been received, 
and they will, likewise, be incorporated i in the record at this point. 

(The ‘documents referred to are as follows:) 


of 
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[S. 3193, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To aid in the development of a unified and integrated system of transportation for 
the National Capital region; to create a temporary National Capital Transportation 
Agency; to authorize creation of a National Capital Transportation Corporation; to 
authorize negotiation to create an interstate transportation agency; and for other 
purposes 


Re it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, 


TITLE I—SHORT TITLE, DECLARATION OF POLICY, AND DEFINITIONS 
SHORT TITLE 


Sec. 101. This Act may be cited as the “National Capital Transportation Act 
of 1960”. 
DECLARATION OF POLICY AND PURPOSE 


Sec. 102. The Congress finds that an improved transportation system for the 
National Capital region is essential for the continued and effective performance 
of the functions of the Government of the United States and of the District of 
Columbia. for the orderly growth and development of the National Capital region, 
and for the preservation of the beauty and dignity of the Nation’s Capital. The 
Congress further finds that improved transportation of persons requires coordina- 
tion of the planning, financing, construction, and administration of highways 
and public transit and railroad facilities; and that improved transportation also 


. requires coordination with other public facilities and with the use of land, public 


and private. The Congress therefore declares that it is the continuing policy 
and responsibility of the Federal Government, in cooperation with the State and 
local governments of the National Capital region, to make full use of private 
enterprise wherever appropriate for the transportation of persons in the region; 
to administer this Act so as to recognize and preserve the advantages of both 
private and public contributions to the development of such transportation ; 
to promote safe, adequate, economical, and efficient service within the region 
without unjust discriminations, undue preferences or advantages—all to the end 
of developing a unified and integrated system of transportation of persons in 
the National Capital region. 

In order to bring into being an improved transportation system, the Transporta- 
tion Plan—National Capital Region, prepared pursuant to the National Capital 
Planning Act of 1952 (66 Stat. 781) and the Second Supplemental Appropriations 
Act of 1955 (69 Stat. 33), recommends, among other things, that the Congress 
consent to and approve the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Regulation 
Compact and create a temporary Federal agency to initiate the detailed program- 
ing and development of the transportation system, pending the negotiation and 
execution of an interstate compact creating a new interstate proprietary agency 
to succeed both the Federal agency and the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Regulation Compact Agency. 

It is the purpose of this Act to create such temporary Federal agencies as are 
necessary and to authorize the negotiation of an interstate compact to create an 
interstate proprietary agency to take over the functions of either the temporary 
Federal Agency or Corporation provided for under titles II and III of this Act 
in order to enable each agency of government, Federal, State, and local, to play 


its most effective role in providing a unified and integrated system of transporta- 
tion for the National Capital region. 


DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 103. When used in this Act— 

(a) “National Capital region’ means the District of Columbia, Montgomery 
and Prince Georges Counties in the State of Maryland, Arlington, Fairfax, 
Loudoun, and Prince William Counties and the cities of Alexandria and Falls 
Church in the Commonwealth of Virginia, and all other cities now or hereafter 
existing in Maryland or Virginia within the geographic area bounded by the outer 
boundaries of the combined area of said counties and cities. 

(b) “Government agency” and “government agencies” means the Government 
of the United States, District of Columbia, Commonwealth of Virginia, State of 
Maryland, or any political subdivision, agency, or instrumentality thereof which 
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is located within, or whose jurisdiction includes all or part of the National Capita] 
region ; the term includes, but is not limited to, public authorities, towns, villages, 
cities, other municipalities, and counties. 


TITLE II—CREATION OF A NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION 
AGENCY 


NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 


Sec. 201. (a) There is hereby established the National Capital Transportation 
Agency (hereinafter referred to as the ‘‘Agency”). The Agency shall be headed 
by an Administrator who shall be appointed by the President, by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, and who shall receive compensation at 
the rate of $20,000 per annum. 

(b) To assist the Administratc in the execution of the functions vested in 
the Agency there shall be a Deputy Administrator who shall be appointed by 
the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, and who shall 
receive compensation at the rate of $19,000 per annum. The Deputy Admin- 
istrator shall perform such duties as the Administrator may from time to time 
designate and shall be Acting Administrator during the absence or disability of 
the Administrator. 

(c) No Administrator or Deputy Administrator shall, during his continuance 
in office, be engaged in any other business, but shall devote himself to the 
work to the Agency. No Administrator or Deputy Administrator or member of 
the Advisory Board (established in section 202) shall have financial interest in 
any corporation engaged in the business of providing public transportation nor 
in any corporation engaged in the manufacture or selling of passenger trans- 
portation equipment or facilities. 


ADVISORY BOARD 


Sec. 202. There is established an Advisory Board of the National Capital 
Transportation Agency. The Advisory Board shall be composed of five members 
appointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
at least three of whom shall be residents of the National Capital region. The 
President shall designate one member as chairman. The Advisory Board shall 
meet at least once every ninety days. The Advisory Board shall advise the 
Administrator in respect of such matters as the general policies of the Agency; 
Agency policies in connection with acquisition, design, and construction of facil- 
ities; fees for the use of Agency facilities and property; planning and admin- 
istration generally; and such other matters as may be referred to it by the 
Administrator or which the Advisory Board, in its discretion, may consider. 
Each member of the Advisory Board, when actually engaged in the performance 
of his duties, shall receive for his services compensation at a rate not in excess 
of the per diem equivalent of the maximum rate for grade 18 of the General 
Schedule of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, together with travel 
expenses as authorized by section 5 of the Act of August 2, 1946, as amended 
(5 U.S.C. 73b-2), for persons employed intermittently as consultants or experts 
and receiving compensation on a per diem when actually employed basis. 


ADVISORY AND COORDINATING COMMITTEES 


Sec. 205. (a) The Administrator is authorized to establish such advisory 
and coordinating committees conposed of representatives of State and local gov- 
ernments, Federal agencies, other Government agencies, and such private 
organizations and persons aS may be necessary or helpful to obtain the maxi- 
mum amount of cooperation and correlation of effort in order that a unified and 
integrated system of transportation be developed for the National Capital 
region. These advisory and coordinating committees shall consider problems 
referred to them by the Administrator and shall make recommendations to the 
Administrator concerning the activities of the Agency as they affect transit, 
traffic and highway conditions, and other matters of mutual interest to the 
Agency and to the Government agencies, organizations, and persons represented 
on the advisory and coordinating committees. 

(b) The advisory and coordinating committees shall serve the Agency solely 
in an advisory capacity. Members of such committees shall serve thereon with- 
out additional compensation. Members who are not representatives of an 
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agency of the United States may receive travel expenses as authorized by section 
5 of the Act of August 2, 1946, as amended (5 U.S.C. 73b-2), for persons serving 
without compensation. 


PREPARATION AND APPROVAL OF TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 


Sec. 204. The Agency— 

(a) Shall prepare, and may from time to time revise, a Transit Development 
Program. The Transit Development Program shall consist of a plan or plans 
indicating the specific location and extent of facilities in which the Agency will 
participate for the transportation of persons within the National Capital region, 
a timetable for the provision of such facilities and comprehensive financial 
reports including costs, revenues, and benefits. The Transit Development Pro- 
gram may indicate (1) the routes of surface, subsurface, and elevated carriers, 
including bus and other motor vehicle carriers, rail carriers, waterborne carriers, 
air carriers, and other carriers, and (2) the location and extent of terminals, 
stations, platforms, motor vehicle parking facilities for transit users, extra-wide 
median strips and other rights-of-way, docks, rails or tracks or other similar 
facilities, bridges, tunnels, buildings or structures, powerplants, repair shops, 
yards, garages, and other necessary facilities relating to the transportation of 
persons. The Transit Development Program shall, to the extent practicable, 
conform to the general plan for the development of the National Capital region 
and to the comprehensive plan for the National Capital within the meaning 
of sections 3, 4, and 5 of the National Capital Planning Act of 1952 (66 Stat. 
781), except as may be determined by the President. 

(b) In order to facilitate the transition from a Federal agency to an inter- 
state proprietary agency and to further coordination within the National Capital 
region, shall submit the Transit Development Program and any revision thereof : 
(1) to the governing bodies of the District of Columbia, Montgomery :nd Prince 
Georges Counties in the State of Maryland, and Arlington, Fairfax, Loudoun, 
and Prince William Counties and the cities of Alexandria and Falis Church in 
the Commonwealth of Virginia, and the transit regulatory bodies having juris- 
diction in the National Capital region for review and comment: (2) to such 
organizations of government agencies or officials concerned with the solution 
of the community development problems of the National Capital region on a 
unified metropolitan basis that is now in existence or which may be created by 
agreement, law, or compact for review and comment; (3) to the Commission of 
Fine Arts for review and comment; (4) to private companies transporting per- 
sons in the National Capital region for review and comment; and (5) to the 
Governors of Maryland and Virginia or such government agencies as they may 
designate for approval of the location and extent of proposed Agency facilities 
and the timetable for the provision of such facilities within Maryland and 
Virginia, respectively ; and except as provided in subsection (c) of this section, 
the Agency shall not acquire, construct, or operate property, rights-of-way, or 
facilities indicated in the Transit Development Program or a revision thereof 
within the State in which such property, rights-of-way, or facilities are located 
unless prior thereto the Governor of the State involved or such government 
agency as he may designate shall have approved the Transit Development Pro- 
gram or the pertinent revision thereof. 

(c) Until the Transit Development Program has been approved by the Goy- 
ernor of Maryland or Virginia as provided in subsection (b) of this section, shall, 
when it proposes to acquire, construct, or operate property, rights-of-way, or 
facilities located in Virginia or Maryland, first submit plans and other informa- 
tion showing in detail the purposes for which such property, rights-of-way, or 
facilities are to be used to the Governor of the State in which the property, 
rights-of-way, or facilities are to be located, or to such government agency as 
may be designated by the Governor. The Agency may acquire, construct, or 
operate such property, rights-of-way, or facilities, as the case may be, in the 
State upon approval of the Governor thereof, or of the designated government 
agency. 


FUNCTIONS, DUTIES, AND POWERS 


Sec. 205. (a) Subject to the provisions of this itle, the Agency— 

(1) except as provided in the proviso of paragraph (2) of this subsec- 
tion, may acquire (by purchase, lease, condemnation, or otherwise) or 
construct facilities, property, and rights-of-way for the transportation of 
persons within the National Capital region. Such facilities, property, and 
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rights-of-way may include those enumerated under section 204(a) or any 
other necessary facilities, property, or rights-of-way relating to transporta- 
tion of persons. The Agency may contribute funds for the acquisition of 
rights-of-way for, and the construction of limited amounts of freeway, park. 
way, and other arterial highway facilities, including construction incidenta] 
to the use and protection of such rights-of-way for transit facilities, to the 
government agencies having jurisdiction thereof if, in the opinion of the 
Agency, such contributions are necessary to the fulfillment of the objectives 
of this Act; 

(2) may operate all facilities acquired or constructed by it, or may enter 
into agreements with government agencies, private transit companies, raijl- 
roads, or other persons for the operation of its facilities, the use of its 
operating rights, or the provision of transit services making use of other 
facilities and operating rights: Provided, That the Agency shall not ae. 
quire the facilities, property, or rights-of-way of private transit companies 
and persons; or operate buses or similar motor vehicles or make agreements 
for the provision of such services ; 

(3) shall encourage private transit companies to provide needed services 
in a manner consistent with the Transit Development Program ; 

(4) may lease space or property owned or acquired by the Agency, or may 
contract with persons for the purpose of constructing and operating facili- 
ties, which, in the opinion of the Agency, will encourage or facilitate the 
use of transit facilities of the Agency. Rentals or other fiscal arrangements 
in connection with such leases or contracts shall be adjusted so that undue 
competitive advantage is not given over other persons in the National Capita] 
region: Provided, That in the operation of such facilities, the lessee or 
franchise holder shall comply with all applicable Federal, State and local 
building and zoning laws, ordinances, and regulations ; 

(5) may enter into and perform contracts, leases, and agreements, and 
other transactions with any government agency, private transit company, 
railroad, or other persons; 

(6) may sell or lease advertising space or may contract with responsible 
persons for the sale or lease of such space: Provided, That the lessee or 
contractee shall comply with all applicable Federal, State, and local zoning 
and advertising laws, ordinances, and regulations; 

(7) shall cooperate with government agencies to facilitate coordination of 
location, design, and construction of freeways, parkways, and other arterial 
highway facilities with the Transit Development Program. The purpose of 
such coordination is to assure the comprehensive development of transpor. 
tation facilities best suited to meet the objectives of this Act and to achieve 
mximum benefits from moneys available for such purposes. The respon. 
sibility and authority for location, design, construction, and operation of 
freeways, parkways, and other arterial highway facilities shall remain 
with the government agencies having jurisdiction thereof, but all Federal 
agencies’ plans for location and design of highway facilities shall be for. 
warded to the Agency, and all State and local agencies’ plans for location 
and design of highway facilities may be requested by the Agency for its 
review and comment. The Agency shall cooperate with all planning agen- 
cies of the National Capital region and the appropriate government trans. 
portation regulatory agencies including the Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Commisison in the development of transportation facilities and, 
wherever feasible and desirable, develop joint plans with such agencies; 

(8) may initiate proposals for regulating and coordinating the flow of 
traffic in the National Capital region so as to promote the optimum use of 
the highway network and other transportation facilities: 

(9) may make or participate in studies of all phases of transportation 
into, within, and out of the National Capital region, including transit ve 
hicle research and development and fiscal research studies. The Agency may 
publicize and make available the results of such studies and other informa 
tion relating to transportation ; 

(10) may appoint and fix the compensation of officers, attorneys, agents, 
and employees; may define their powers and duties: may require bords for 
the faithful performance of their duties; may employ experts and con 
sultants or organizations thereof as authorized by section 15 of the Act of 
August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 810), at rates not to exceed $100 per diem for in- 
dividuals ; 
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(11) in carrying out the functions vested in him by this Act, the Admin- 
istrator, subject to the standards and procedures of section 505 of the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended, is authorized to place not to exceed 
five positions in grades 16, 17, or 18 of the General Schedule established by 
such Act. Such positions shall be in additioa to the number of positions 
authorized to be placed in such grades by such section 505; and 

(12) may make such expenditures at the seat of government and else- 
where as may be necessary for the exercise and performance of the powers 
and duties vested in the Agency and as from time to time may be appro- 
priated for by the Congress, including expenditures for (1) rent and per- 
sonal services at the seat of government and elsewhere; (2) travel ex- 
penses; (3) office furniture, equipment and supplies, lawbooks, newspapers, 
periodicals, and books of reference (including the exchange thereof) ; and 
(4) printing and binding. 

(b) The powers vested in the Agency shall not be exercised beyond the con- 
fines of the National Capital region, but this subsection shall not affect the 
carrying out by the Agency and by other government agencies or private persons 
of developmental or research work within or outside of the National Capital 
region. 

(c) Every agency or instrumentality of the Government of the United States 
and of the government of the District of Columbia may enter into agreements 
with the Agency in respect of any matter for which such agreements are au- 
thorized pursuant to this Act. 

(d) The provisions of section 355 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (40 
U.S.C. 255), shall be applicable to property acquired by the Agency. Proceed- 
ings in behalf of the Agency for the condemnation of property in the District 
of Columbia shall be instituted and maintained under the Act of March 1, 1929 
(45 Stat. 1415), as amended, and of property elsewhere, under the Act of August 
1, 1888, as amended (40 U.S.C. 257), or other applicable Act. 

(e) The Agency shall prepare annually a report of its activities. The Ad- 
ministrator shall forward copies of the report to the President, and the Presi- 
dent shall transmit a copy thereof to the Congress, the State of Maryland and 
the Commonwealth of Virginia, and to each county and city in the National 
Capital region. 

(f) Such sums as shall be required to carry out the purposes of this title are 
authorized to be appropriated. 


TITLE ILI—CREATION OF A NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION 
CORPORATION 


NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION CORPORATION 


Sec. 301. (a) On or after July 1, 1963, the President is authorized to create a 
National Capital Transportation Corporation (hereinafter referred to as the 
“Corporation”’) which shall be an agency and instrumentality of the United 
States, subject to the direction and supervision of the President, or the head of 
such department or agency as he may designate. On the date the Corporation 
is created, the Agency shall cease to exist. The Corporation shall not be created 
if the operations of the Agency have previously been assumed by the interstate 
proprietary agency to be developed under the compact contemplated in title IV 
of this Act, and, prior to creating the Corporation, the President shall give due 
regard to progress which may have been made toward the negotiation of such 
compact and the establishment of the interstate agency. 

(b) When created, the Corporation shall assume the powers and functions of 
the Agency as provided in sections 208, 204, and 205 of this Act, together with 
such additional functions as are set forth in this title: Provided, That the pro- 
visions of sections 204(b) (5) and 204(c) and the proviso in section 205(a) (2) 
shall not apply to the Corporation: And provided further, That the Governors 
of Maryland and Virginia shall be afforded the opportunity to review and com- 
ment on the Transit Development Program of the Corporation and any revision 
thereof. 

(c) When created, the President may transfer to the Corporation the property, 
real, personal, and mixed, tangible or intangible, or any interest therein, owned 
and held by the Agency, together with the records and personnel of the Agency 
and all sums due or to become due to the United States by virtue of any service 
rendered or facilities furnished in connection with the operations of the Ageney, 
or under any contract executed by, or on behalf of, the Agency in connection with 
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its activities. The Corporation shall assume the performance on behalf of the 
United States of all existing contracts and agreements theretofore executed by, 
or on behalf of, the Agency in connection with its activities, and shall further 
assume all liabilities of the United States in connection with such activities. 


MANAGEMENT OF THE CORPORATION ; ADVISORY BOARD 


Sec. 302. (a) The management of the Corporation shall be vested in an Admin- 
istrator, who shall be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, and who shall receive compensation at the rate of $20,000 
per annum. 

(b) To assist the Administrator in the execution of the functions vested in the 
Corporation there shall be a Deputy Administrator who shall be appointed by 
the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, and who shall 
receive compensation at the rate of $19,000 per annum. The Deputy Adminis- 
trator shall perform such duties as the Administrator may from time to time 
designate and shali be Acting Administrator during the absence or disability of 
the Administrator. 

(ec) There is established an Advisory Board of the National Capital Trans- 
portation Corporation. The Advisory Board shall be composed of five members 
apopinted by the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
at least three of whom shall be residents of the National Capital region. The 
President shall designate one member as chairman. The Advisory Board shall 
meet at least once every ninety days. The Advisory Board shall advise the 
Administrator in respect of such matters as the general policies of the Corpora- 
tion; the Corporation’s policies in connection with acquisition, design, and 
construction of facilities; fares, tariffs, rentals, or other fees for the use or 
operation of Corporation facilities and property; planning and administration 
generally; and such other matters as may be referred to it by the Administra- 
tor or which the Advisory Board, in its discretion, may consider. Each mem- 
ber of the Advisory Board, when actually engaged in the performance of his 
duties, shall receive for his services compensation at a rate not in excess of the 
per diem equivalent of the maximum rate for grade 18 of the General Schedule 
of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, together with travel expenses as 
authorized by section 5 of the Act of August 2, 1946, as amended (5 U.S.C. 
T3b-2), for persons employed intermittently as consultants or experts and re- 
ceiving compensation on a per diem when actually employed basis. 

(d) No Administrator or Deputy Administrator shall, during his continuance 
in office, be engaged in any other business, but shall devote himself to the work 
of the Corporation. No Administrator or Deputy Administrator or member 
of the Advisory Board shall have financial interest in any corporation engaged 
in the business of providing public transportation nor in any corporation en- 
gaged in the manufacture or selling of passenger transportation equipment or 
facilities. 


PRINCIPAL OFFICE; VENUE; OTHER OFFICES; USE OF FUNDS FOR OFFICE BUILDINGS 


Sec. 303. The Corporat.on shall have its principal office in the District of 
Columbia and, for the purposes of venue in civil actions, shall be a resident 
thereof. The Corporation may establish offices in other parts of the National 
Capital region. 

POWERS OF CORPORATION 


Sec. 304. For the purposes of carrying out the objectives and functions of the 
Corporation as set forth in this Act, and in the conduct of its business, the 
Corporation— 

(1) may adopt, alter, and use a corporate seal, and such seal shall be 
judicially noticed; 

(2) may adopt, amend, and repeal bylaws, rules, and regulations; 

(3) may sue and be sued in its corporate name in any court of competent 
jurisdiction: Provided, That nothing herein shall be construed to exempt 
the Corporation from the application of sections 507(b) and 2679 of title 
28, United States Code, or of section 367 of the Revised Statutes (5 U.S.C. 
316) ; 

(4) may accept gifts or donations of property ; 
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(5) may acquire, by purchase, lease, condemnation, or in other lawful 
manner, any property whether real, personal, or mixed, tangible or intangible, 
and any interest therein, and may hold, maintain, use, and operate such 
property and may sell, lease, or otherwise dispose of the same at such time, 
in such manner, and to the extent deemed necessary or appropriate to carry 
out authorized corporate functions; 

(6) may operate all facilities acquired or constructed by it or may enter 
into agreements with government agencies, private transit companies, rail- 
roads, or other persons for the operation of its facilities, the use of its 
operating rights, or the provision of transportation services making use of 
other facilities and operating rights; 

(7) shall contribute, from the respective appropriation or fund used for 
payment of salaries, pay, or compensation, to the civil service retirement 
disability fund, a sum as provided by section 4(a) of the Civil Service Re- 
tirement Act, as amended (70 Stat. 747; 5 U.S.C. 2254(a)), except that 
such sum shall be determinated by applying to the total basic salaries (as 
defined in that Act) paid to the employees of the Corporation covered by 
that Act, the per centum rate determined annually by the Civil Service 
Commission to be the excess of the total normal cost per centum rate of 
the civil service retirement system over the employee deduction rate speci- 
fied in said section 4(a). The Corporation shall also contribute at least 
quarterly from such appropriation or fund, to the employees’ compensation 
fund, the amount determined by the Secretary of Labor to be the full cost 
of benefits and other payments made from such fund on account of cases 
arising from injuries to its employees which may hereafter occur. Such 
Corporation shall also pay into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts that 
portion of the cost of administration of the respective funds attributable to 
its employees, as determined by the Civil Service Commission and the Sec- 
retary of Labor: 

(8) may determine the character of and the necessity for its obligations 
and expenditures, and the manner in which they shall be incurred, allowed, 
and paid, subject to provisions of law specifically applicable to Government 
corporations. 

(9) may use the United States mails in the manner, and under conditions 
prescribed for the executive departments, agencies, and independent es- 
tablishments of the United States Government; 

(10) shall set fares, tariffs, and other rates and charges to the publie for 
the services rendered by its facilities. Such fares, tariffs, or other rates 
and charges shall be established at such levels that the revenues of the 
Corporation may be reasonably expected to cover all costs of operating 
and maintaining the facilities under the administration of the Corporation, 
including depreciation, payment of interest as prescribed in subsection (b) 
of section 305 of this Act and on the obligations issued to the Treasury of 
the United States, and payments in lieu of taxes. In determining its fare 
structure, the Corporation shall also take into account the fare structure of 
existing transit companies subject to regulation by the Washington Metro- 
politan Area Transit Commission or other appropriate regulatory agencies 
to the end that, to the extent possible, fares throughout the National Capital 
region shail be reasonably comparable and nondiscriminatory. The Cor- 
poration is not required, however, to operate any particular portion of its 
facilities without loss but may set fares, tariffs, or other rates and charges 
on the basis of all of its facilities considered as a whole. When, in the 
opinion of the Corporation, it is in the best interest of the Corporation 
not to charge fares, tariffs, or other rates and charges for a particular 
facility, the Corporation is not required to levy such charge, but no free 
passes or other similar remunerative benefits shall be given any individual 
or class of persons without specific approval by the Corporation after notice 
and hearing. The Corporation may enter into agreements with other 
government agencies or persons for the establishment of combination fares. 
Except as herein provided the Corporation is authorized to charge any 
government agency for facilities and services at the rates charged to the 
public, or to charge a lump sum which in the aggregate would approximate 
the total of the individual charges incurred by the using government agency. 

(11) shall have in the payment of debts and of bankrupt or jnsolvent 
estates, the priority of the United States under section 3466 of the Revised 
Statutes (31 U.S.C. 191) ; 


55285—60——2 








14 NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1960 


(12) may execute, in accordance with its bylaws, rules, or regulations 
all instruments necessary or appropriate in the exercise of any of its 
powers ; 

(13) may settle and adjust claims held by it against other persons or 
parties and by other persons or parties against the Corporation ; 

(14) may take such actions as may be necessary or appropriate to carry 
out the powers and duties specifically confered upon the Corporation by 
this Act; and 

(15) shall, prior to establishing, extending, curtailing or abandoning 
any transportation or other service and prior to prescribing or changing 
any fares or charges to the public for the use of its services or facilities, 
hold a public meeting, upon thirty days’ notice given by release to all the 
daily newspapers of general circulation published in the National Capital 
region, at which interested persons or organizations shall be afforded an 
opportunity to comment, either orally or in writing as may be determined 
by the Corporation, on the action proposed to be taken by the Corporation, 
The Corporation, however, shall have sole and exclusive control over all 
matters relating to services rendered by its facilities and to fares, tariffs 
and other rates and charges therefor. 


NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION FUND 


Sec. 305. (a) Upon creation of the Corporation, there shall be estab. 
lished a National Capital Transportation Corporation Fund (hereinafter re 
fered to as the “Fund’’), to be held and administered by the Corporation. The 
capital of the Fund shall consist of : 

(1) Such amounts as may be advanced to the Fund upon the request of the 
Administrator from appropriations made for that purpose ; 

(2) The unexpended balances of any appropriations available for the opera- 
tions of the Agency as may be determined by the Administrator and approved 
by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget ; and 

(3) The value of the assets of the Agency, less its liabilities, as the date 
of the creation of the Corporation. The value of the assets shall be deter. 
mined by the Administrator, subject to the approval of the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget, taking into consideration original cost, less depreciation, 
the usable value of the properties transfered, if clearly less than cost, and 
other reasonably determinable factors which would affect the value of the assets 
of the Agency. 

(b) Unless the Congress otherwise directs, the Corporation shall pay into 
the Treasury of the United States as miscellaneous receipts at the close of each 
fiscal year interest on the capital of the Fund as follows: 

.(1) The interest rate on the capital advances made at the time the Fund 
is established shall be determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, taking 
info consideration the average yield to maturity at the end of the calendar 
month next preceding the date of such determination on all outstanding inter- 
est-bearing marketable obligations of the United States having a maturity date 
of fifteen or more years from the end of such calendar month. The interest 
rate so established shall remain in effect for so long as any part of the amount 
to which such interest applies remains in the capital of the Fund: and 

(2) The interest rate on the subsequent portion of the capital advances to 
the Fund on which interest is to be paid shall be determined by the Secre 
tary of the Treasury at the time such advance is made, taking into considera- 
tion the average yield to maturity at the end of the calendar month next pre 
ceding the date of such determination on all outstanding interest-bearing 
marketabie obligations of the United States having a maturity date of fifteen 
or more years from the end of such calendar month. Such interest rate shall 
remain in effect for so long as any part of such advance remains in the capital 
of the Fund. 

(c) Whenever any capital in the Fund is determined by the Administrator 
to be in excess of the Corporation’s current needs, such capital shall be credited 
to the appropriation from which advanced, where it shall be held for future 
advances. The capital of the Fund shall be considered reduced by the net 
amount of such credits. Appropriations or other funds received shall be used 
solely for the purposes of the Corporation as set forth in this Act. Whenever 
it is determined that the appropriation contains funds in excess of the needs 


of the Corporation, the appropriation shall be reduced by an amount equivalent 
to such excess. 
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(d) Such sums as may be required to carry out the purposes of this title are 
authorized to be appropriated without fiscal year limitations. 

(e) Receipts from operations under this Act shall be credited to the Fund. 
The Fund shall be available for payment of all obligations and expenditures 
of the Corporation under this Act. 

(f) Appropriations are hereby authorized for payment of such amounts as 
may be shown in the annual budget program of the Corporation as necessary 
to cover actual losses of prior years sustained in the conduct of its activities 
under this Fund. Amounts appropriated to the Fund under authority of this 
subsection shall not be added to the amount of advances and shall not require 
payment of interest under subsection (b) of this section. 


BORROWING FROM TREASURY 


Sec. 306. To finance its activities the Corporation may borrow from the 
Treasury of the United States within amounts approved in appropriation Acts 
sums of money not to exceed an amount equal to the total capital of the Fund 
outstanding at any one time. For this purpose the Corporation may issue to 
the Secretary of the Treasury its bonds, notes, debentures, or other obligations. 
Such obligations shall have maturities agreed upon by the Corporation and the 
Secretary of the Treasury. At the option of the Corporation, such obligations 
may be redeemed before maturity in such manner as may be stipulated in the 
obligations. Each obligation shall bear interest at a rate determined by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, taking into consideration the average yield to maturity 
at the end of the calendar month next preceding the date of issuance on all 
outstanding interest-bearing marketable obligations of the United States having 
a maturity date of fifteen or more years from the end of such calendar month. 
The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and directed to purchase any obli- 
gations of the Corporation to be issued pursuant to this section and, for such 
purpose, the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to use as a public-debt 
transaction the proceeds from the sale of any securities issued under the Second 
Liberty Bond Act, as amended. The purposes for which securities may be issued 
under the Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended, are extended to include any 
purchase of the Corporation’s obligations hereunder. 


EXERCISE OF POWERS; NEW PROGRAMS 


Sec. 307. The Corporation shall have and may exercise such specific powers, 
in addition to those elsewhere conferred in this Act, as may be deemed necessary 
to protect, operate, improve, and maintain its transit facilities and other prop- 
erties, and appurtenances thereto, as business enterprises and public service 
facilities: Provided, That the Corporation shall undertake no new types of 
activities not included in the annual budget program prescribed by section 102 of 
the Government Corporation Control Act of 1945 (59 Stat. 508), as amended 
(31 U.S.C. 847). 


PAYMENTS TO STATES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN LIEU OF CERTAIN TAXES 


Sec. 308. The Corporation is authorized to make payments to State and 
local governments, including the District of Columbia government, in lieu of 
property taxes upon property within the National Capital region which was 
subject to State and local taxation before acquisition by the Corporation or the 
Agency. Such payments shall be in the amounts, at the times, and upon such 
terms as the Corporation in its discretion determines to be appropriate. No 
payment shall be made in excess of the taxes which would have been payable 
for such property except where special burdens are placed upon the State, 
District of Columbia, or local government by the activities of the Corporation 
or its agents. The Corporation, its property, franchises, and income are expressly 
exempted from taxation in any manner or form by any government agency but 
such exemption shall not extend to contractors for the Corporation. 


AMENDMENT OF GOVERNMENT CORPORATION CONTROL ACT 


Sec. 309. Upon establishment of the National Capital Transportation Cor- 
poration by the President, section 101 of the Government Corporation Control 
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Act, as amended, is further amended by inserting therein, after the words “Saint 
Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation ;”, the words “National Capital 
Transportation Corporation ;”’. 


SUCCESSION 


Sec. 310. The Corporation shall have succession until dissolved by the Act 
of Congress. It is the intent of the Congress that the Corporation shall continue 
as a wholly owned United States Government corporation only until such time 
as Congress, by consenting to a compact contemplated by title IV of this Act, 
authorizes the Corporation to be replaced by an interstate proprietary agency. 


TITLE IV—AUTHORIZATION FOR NEGOTIATION OF INTERSTATE 
COMPACT 


INTERSTATE PROPRIETARY AGENCY 


Sec. 401. (a) The consent of Congress is hereby given to the State of Mary- 
land and the Commonwealth of Virginia and the Board of Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia to negotiate a compact for the establishment of an interstate 
proprietary agency to implement generally the objectives of this Act. No such 
compact shall be binding upon the parties thereto unless and until it has been 
approved by the Congress. 

(b) As promptly as practicable after the State of Maryland and the Common- 
wealth of Virginia have approved a compact for the establishment of an inter- 
state proprietary agency to implement generally the objectives of this Act, the 
President shall submit to the Congress such recommendations as may be neces- 
sary or desirable to transfer to the interstate proprietary agency such real and 
personal property, personnel, records, other assets, and liabilities as are appro- 
priate in order that the interestate proprietary agency may assume the functions 
and duties of the Agency or Corporation. 

(c) The President shall appoint a person to participate in the compact nego- 
tiations and to represent the United States generally. The Federal representative 
shall report to the President either directly or through such agency or official of 
the Government as the President may specify. 

(d) The Federal representative, if not otherwise employed by the United 
States, shall receive for his services, when actually engaged in the performance 
of his duties, compensation at a rate not in excess of the per diem equivalent 
of the maximum rate for grade 18 of the General Schedule of the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, together with travel expenses as authorized by section 
5 of the Act of August 2, 1946, as amended (5 U.S.C. 78b—-2), for persons em- 
ployed intermittently as consultants or experts and receiving compensation on 
a per diem when actually employed basis: Provided, That if the Federal repre- 
sentative shall be an employee of the United States he shall serve without addi- 
tional compensation. 

(e) The Federal representative shall be provided with office space, consulting, 
engineering, and stenographic service, and other necessary administrative 
services. 

(f) The compensation of the Federal representative shall be paid from the 
current appropriation for salaries in the White House Office. Travel and other 
expenses provided for in subsections (d) and (e) of this section shall be paid 
from any current appropriation or appropriations selected by the head of such 
agency or agenices as may be designated by the President to provide for such 
expenses. 

(zg) The State and Federal representatives appointed to participate in the 
compact negotiations are authorized to request from the Agency or Corporation 
any information they deem necessary to carry out their functions under this 
section; and the Agency or Corporation is authorized to cooperate with the 
compact representatives and, to the extent permitted by law, to furnish such 
information upon request made by the compact representatives. 


SEPARABILITY 


Sec. 402. If any part of this Act is declared unconstitutional, or the applica- 
bility thereof to any person or circumstances is held invalid, the applicability of 
such part to other persons and circumstances and the constitutionality or validity 
of every other part of the Act shall not be affected thereby. 
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Civi AERONAUTICS BOARD, 
Washington, D.C., May 5, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your communication of April 27, 
1960, giving notice of public hearings on 8S. 3193 and its companion bill, H.R. 
11135, the “National Capital Transportation Act of 1960.” 

The bill provides for the establishment of a National Capital Transportation 
Agency which would be directed to prepare a transit development program for 
the transportation of persons in the District of Columbia and certain neighbor- 
ing areas of Virginia and Maryland. The bill provides for the subsequent 
creation of National Capital Transportation Corporation to take over the func- 
tions of the National Capital Transportation Agency. The objective is to elim- 
inate the existing divided jurisdiction and place the responsibility for developing 
an adequate system of transportation for the Washington metropolitan area in a 
single regulatory agency, or corporation. 

While the proposed legislation appears to be primarily concerned with surface 
transportation and facilities, the bill is not so limited. For example, section 
204(a) authorizes the agency to indicate in the transit development program 
“* * * the routes of surface, subsurface, and elevated carriers, including * * * 
air carriers * * *.” In this connection it is noted that the agency may also 
indicate the “location and extent of terminals, stations * * * buildings or struc- 
tures, powerplants, repair shops, yards, garages, and other necessary facilities 
relating to the transportation of persons.” 

Inasmuch as the transportation proposed to be regulated is limited to trans- 
portation between points in the area, the amount of air transportation affected 
would not appear to be substantial. Nevertheless, there are certain air taxi 
operations between points in the area whose operations should not be subjected 
to regulation by the Transportation Agency. In addition, there are pending 
before the Board a number of applications for authority to engage in helicopter 
service in the Washington area, and such operations likewise should not be 
subjected to regulation by the Transportation Agency. Moreover, the jurisdic- 
tion of the agency should not extend to airports and air transportation facilities, 
several of which are located within the area covered by the bill. In order to 
remove any doubts in regard to these matters, it is recommended that the bill 
be amended to expressly exclude transportation by air and airports and facilities 
used in connection therewith. It is also recommended that the words “air 
carriers” be deleted from section 204(a). 

Other than the above recommendations, the 
on the proposed legislation. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 


Joard has no comment to make 


WHITNEY GILLILLAND, Chairman. 


U.S. Crvin SERVICE CoMMISSION, 


Washington, D.C., April 1, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 


Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR SENATOR BisLe: In reviewing S. 3193, a bill to, among other things, es- 
tablish a National Capital Transportation Agency, introduced by yourself and 
referred to your committee, we note that section 205(a) (11) provides as fol- 
lows: 

“(11) in carrying out the functions vested in him by this Act, the Ad- 
ministrator, subject to the standards and procedures of section 505 of the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended, is authorized to place not to exceed 
five positions in grades 16, 17, or 18 of the General Schedule established by 
such Act. Such positions shall be in addition to the number of positions 
authorized to be placed in such grades by such section 505 ;” 

We are interested in this section because it relates to the Commission’s re- 
sponsibilities for placing positions in grades GS-16, 17, and 18 and for deter- 
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mining the qualifications of the proposed appointees to such positions under the 
provisions of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended. 

Section 205(a)(11) authorizes the Administrator of the proposed National 
Capital Transportation Agency to place not to exceed five positions in grades 
GS-16, 17, or 18 in addition to the number of positions currently authorized to 
be placed in such grades by section 505 of the Classification Act. This authority 
may only be exercised subject to the standards and procedures of such section 
505 which, in pertinent part, provides that— 

(1) “No position shall be placed in grades 16, 17, or 18 of the general 
schedule except by action of, or after prior approval by, a majority of the 
Civil Service Commissioners. 

(2) “Appointments to positions in grades 16, 17, and 18 of the general 
schedule shall be made only upon approval by the Civil Service Commission 
of the qualifications of the proposed appointees * * *.” 

Thus, section 205(a) (11) requires the Civil Service Commission to evaluate the 
duties, responsibilities, and qualification requirements of the five positions (as 
well as the qualifications of proposed appointees) to determine whether they 
warrant allocation to grade GS-16, GS-17, or GS-18. It would not, however, 
require that the Commission allocate the five positions to any one of these grades 
unless such action is appropriate under the standards and grade definitions in 
the Classification Act. 

We are particularly anxious that the meaning of the language of section 205 
(a)(11) be clearly understood by the committee so that no question will arise 
as to its interpretation if the section as drafted is enacted into law. 

We will be glad to answer any questions your committee or your committee 
staff members may have about the provision discussed in this letter. 


Sincerely yours, 
Rocer W. JONES, Chairman. 


THE COMMISSION OF FINE ARTS, 
INTERIOR DEPARTMENT BUILDING, 
Washington, D.C., March 23, 1960. 


Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN : In response to your request, the Commission of Fine Arts 
submits the following statement with reference to S. 3193 and H.R. 11135, bills 
“to aid in the development of a unified and integrated system of transportation 
for the National Capital region; to create a temporary National Capital Trans- 
portation Agency; to authorize creation of a National Capital Transportation 
Corporation ; and for other purposes.” 

The Commission of Fine Arts has long urged that a rapid transit system or 
subway be established in Washington. The members believe that such a system 
will go far toward solving our transportation needs without disfiguring the city 
by extensive changes in its present appearance. 

The members of the Commission realize, of course, that some means must be 
found to provide easier ingress and egress to those parts of the city where 
Government buildings or commercial interests are located. They believe that a 
rapid transit system is the most logical means of meeting these traffic needs. 
They have for several years pointed out that, if the beauty of Washington is to 
be preserved, an underground system of transportation would seem to be manda- 
tory. They hope that a rapid transit system will provide commuter service to 
Maryland and Virginia and that such a system will be supplemented by an 
adequate bus system, using the streets as at present. 

The capacity of the city’s central area to absorb motor traffic, on which it so 
largely depends for transportation, has long since gone beyond the saturation 
point, particularly as regards parking space. The Commission is especially 
concerned with the preservation of the beauty of the city of Washington as the 
Capital of this country. It is this beauty which brings to Washington each year 
millions of visitors from all parts of this country and the world. They come to 
see the monuments, Government buildings, parks, and the broad tree-lined streets 
with their many vistas which add so much to the distinction of this city. This 
beauty should not be sacrificed to traffic needs of the local inhabitants or those 
who live in nearby suburban areas. The Commission of Fine Arts hopes, there- 
fore, that a rapid transit system, as authorized in the above-mentioned legisla- 
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tion will receive early and favorable consideration by the Congress and will be 
implemented as soon as possible. bes 
The Bureau of the Budget has indicated that it has no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report. ¥ 
For the Commission of Fine Arts: 
Sincerely yours, 
Davip B. FINzey, Chairman. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, May 11, 1969. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
U.S. Senate. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of April 8, 1960, acknowledged April 11, 
requests our comments on S. 3193, a bill to achieve a unified and integrated 
system of transportation for the National Capital region. 

“As to the purpose of the proposed legislation, we have no comment to offer. 
We do, however, comment herein on various provisions of the bill. 

The proposed legislation would create a temporary Federal agency, the 
National Capital Transportation Agency, to initiate the planning and develop- 
ment of the unified transportation system. On or after July 1, 1963, the Agency 
may be replaced by a Federal corporation, the National Capital Transportation 
Corporation. Ultimately, the duties and functions of the program are to be 
assumed by an interstate agency, the Interstate Proprietary Agency, to be estab- 
lished by a compact of Maryland, Virginia, and the District of Columbia. 

Concerning the proposed establishment of a Federal corporation, which may 
result in an early diminution of congressional control over the activities of the 
program, we would suggest that there be fully explored whether the advantages 
that will result from the operation of the system through a corporate form of 
organization clearly outweigh the disadvantages of reduced congressional 
control. 

Section 304(7) of the bill provides that the Corporation shall contribute at 
least quarterly, to the employees’ compensation fund, the amount determined by 
the Secretary of Labor to be the full cost of benefits and other payments made 
from such fund on account of cases arising from injuries to its employees which 
may hereafter occur. It is suggested the provision be redrafted to clearly indi- 
cate whether the contributions of the Corporation are to be on the basis of 
expenditures made from the fund or on the basis of the liability incurred by 
the fund. 

Section 304(8) provides that the Corporation shall be subject to provisions of 
law specifically applicable to Government corporations. We suggest that the 
word “specifically” be deleted from the bill. The inclusion of the word presum- 
ably would give the Corporation a blanket exemption from all regulatory and 
prohibitionary statutes enacted by the Congress from time to time with respect 
to business transactions of the United States unless such statutes were, by their 
very terms, made specifically applicable to Government corporations. 

Section 305(b) provides for payment by the Corporation to the U.S. Treasury 
of interest on the capital of the fund. However, subsections (1) and (2) limit 
the payment of interest to capital advances which, as apparently defined in 
subsection (a) (1), are amounts advanced to the fund from appropriations made 
for that purpose, and do not include capital as defined in subsections (a) (2) 
and (a)(3). We believe that interest should be payable to the Treasury on the 
entire capital of the fund exclusive of any capital that may be donated to the 
Corporation in the form of funds or property by non-Federal jurisdictions or 
agencies and by private parties. We suggest, therefore, that section 305(b) (1) 
be restated as follows: 


“The interest rate on the entire capital of the fund at the time of its establish- 
ment shall be determined * * *,” 
Section 305(c) provides that any capital in the fund determined by the Admin- 
istrator to be in excess of the Corporation’s current needs shall be credited to 
the appropriation from which advanced where it shall be held for future ad- 
vances. We question whether over the life of the Corporation it would be possi- 
ble to identify excess funds as being associated with specific advances, particu- 
larly if the advances had been made from a number of appropriations. Further- 
more, even if such a determination could be made, it is conceivable that the 
appropriation or appropriations from which the advances had been made would 
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not be available for credit when the excess is determined. We are inclined 
to believe that section 305(c) should provide that capital in excess of the 
Corporation’s current needs should be deposited in the U.S. Treasury as mis- 
cellaneous receipts and that any needed additional capital should be provided 
through appropriations as contemplated in section 305(a) (1). 

Section 305(f) authorizes the appropriation of amounts necessary to cover prior 
years’ losses sustained by the Corporation. It should be recognized that the 
amount of any such losses may not result in a corresponding reduction in the cash 
resources of the Corporation because a loss may properly include charges for 
depreciation of fixed assets and other costs for which funds may not have been 
expended. Since the purpose of an appropriation is to provide the necessary 
financing, we believe that the financial structure of the Corporation rather than 
the incidence of an annual loss should be the basis for determining the need to 
appropriate additional funds to the Corporation. Section 305(f) also specifically 
exempts the Corporation from the payment of interest on appropriations made 
to cover prior years’ losses. Weare unaware of any valid reason for not requir- 
ing the Corporation to pay interest on amounts appropriated for such purposes. 

A proviso in section 205(a) (2) specifically prohibits the agency from acquiring 
the facilities, property, or rights-of-way of private transit companies and per- 
sons. However, section 301(b) exempts the Corporation from this limitation. 
The powers and duties of the Corporation, as set forth in title III of the bill 
and in particular in section 304, provide for no congressional review or authori- 
zation prior to the Corporation’s acquisition by purchase, lease, condemnation, 
or in any lawful manner of any property. In view of the very substantial amounts 
that could be involved, we recommend that the powers of the Corporation, as set 
forth in section 304(5), be modified to provide that they will be exercised only 
after appropriate congressional review and authorization of proposed acquisition 
or construction of property. The congressional review and authorization might 
reasonably be limited to the acquisition of properties costing in excess of a stated 
amount, such as $100,000 for an individual property. 

Section 310 provides that the Corporation shall have succession until dissolved 
by act of Congress. While it is intended that the Corporation shall have a 
temporary life, its dissolution is dependent upon the negotiation and approval 
of a compact to establish the Interstate Proprietary Agency to take over its 
activities. Since it is not determinable when the compact may be established, 
we suggest that consideration be given to changing the section to provide that 
the Congress shall determine periodically whether the Corporation should be 
dissolved or continued. This could be accomplished by providing for congres- 
sional review and appropriate action every 5 years from the date of the estab- 
lishment of the Corporation. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C., May 9, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This isin reply to your letter of April 8, 1960, requesting 
the views of this Department on §S. 3193, a bill to aid in the development of a 
unified and integrated system of transportation for the National Capital region; 
to create a temporary National Capital Transportation Agency; to authorize 
creation of a National Capital Transportation Corporation ; to authorize negotia- 
tion to create an interstate transportation agency; and for other purposes. 

The bill was prepared in the Bureau of the Budget following hearings at the 
request of your committee in November 1959. This Department at that time 
supported the objectives of the transportation plan for the National Capital region, 
and this bill is the administration’s specific proposal for putting this plan into 
effect. Accordingly, this Department urges the enactment of S. 3193. 

We have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there would be no 
objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Puiuie A. Ray, 
Under Secretary of Commerce. 
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GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 


Washington, D.C., May 10, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 


Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of April 8, 1960, requested the views of the 
General Services Administration on S. 3193, a bill to aid in the development of a 
unified and integrated system of transportation for the National Capital region; 
to create a temporary National Capital Transportation Agency; to authorize 
creation of a National Capital Transportation Corportation ; to authorize negotia- 
tion to create an interstate transportation agency; and for other purposes. 

The purpose of 8. 3193 is indicated by its title and the provisions of the bill are 
self-explanatory. The authority which would be vested in the National Capital 
Transportation Agency and the National Capital Transportation Corporation 
conforms generally, we understand, to the authority usually vested in wholly 
owned Government corporations. 

The General Services Administration is in accord with the general plan of 
the subject legislation and would favor the enactment of S. 3193. However, 
we offer the following comments on and interpretations of the present authority 
of the Administrator of General Services and the applicability of such authority 
with respect to certain provisions of the bill. 

Under sections 309 and 310 of S. 3193, the Corporation would be a wholly 
owned U.S. Government corporation and the Agency would be an independent 
establishment in the executive branch of the Government. As such, both the 
Corporation and the Agency would be executive agencies within the meaning of 
subsection 3(a) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 (68 Stat. 377), as amended, and subsection 13(4) of the Public Buildings 
Act of 1959 (73 Stat. 479). 

The Administrator of General Services was given a charter in the 1949 act to 
establish for the Government an economical and efficient system for the procure- 
ment and utilization of property and the disposal of surplus property. In order 
to carry out their objectives, under the subject legislation, the National Capital 
Transportation Agency and the Corporation would be authorized in sections 205 
and 304 of S. 31938 to acquire (by lease or purchase) property, either real, per- 
sonal, or mixed, to construct facilities, to acquire space in buildings, to dispose 
of its property, etc. 

It is our understanding that the above-mentioned authorizations would in no 
way derogate from the powers of the Administrator of General Services, with 
respect to executive agencies generally, including wholly owned Government 
corporations, to prescribe policies and methods by regulation and otherwise for 
the procurement, utilization, and disposal of Government property, for traffic 
management, records management, ete., under the provisions of the 1949 act. 

Subsection 304(8) of S. 3193 makes it clear that the Corporation may deter- 
mine the character of and the necessity for its obligations and expenditures, and 
the manner in which they shall be incurred, allowed, and paid, but requires that 
such determinations shall be subject to provisions of law specifically applicable 
to Government corporations. It is our understanding that the foregoing provi- 
sion of S. 3193 expresses the general limitation intended to apply to both the 
Agency and the Corporation, namely, that, as “executive agencies” within the 
definitions contained in the 1949 act and the Public Buildings Act of 1959, none 
of the authorities vested in the Agency or the Corporation by the subject legis- 
lation would exempt either from any authority of the Administrator of General 
Services applicable to executive agencies generally. 

In some instances the Agency would be required to cooperate with appropriate 
Government agencies in exercising its authority. For example, the last sentence 
of section 205(7) of S. 3193 would make the Agency eligible for inclusion in a 
centrally operated interagency motor pool for local transportation of the per- 
sonnel and property of the agency. 

The fiscal effect of the enactment of S. 3193 cannot readily be ascertained. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANKLIN FLOETE, Administrator. 
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HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY, 
Washington, D.C., May 11, 1960. 
Re S. 3193, 86th Congress. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in further reply to your letter of April 8 re- 
questing the views of this Agency on S. 3193, to be cited as the National Capital 
Transportation Act of 1960. 

It is a pleasure for me to endorse the provisions of 8. 3193. I believe that its 
early enactment will give a realistic and flexible means to meet the trans- 
portation requirements of our rapidly expanding National Capital region, where 
the course of main future development depends uniquely on decisions and ac- 
tions by the Federal Government. The planning and operational arrangements 
proposed in the bill seem to me to provide appropriate means for assuring 
that transportation development will make its maximum contribution to the 
healthy overall development and renewal of the region, matters which are of 
vital concern to this Agency in this and other urban areas. 

The bill rightly requires that the transit development program, to be de- 
veloped by the proposed National Capital Transportation Agency, “shall, to 
the extent practicable, conform to the general plan for the development of the 
National Capital region and to the comprehensive plan for the National Capi- 
tal * * * except as may be determined by the President.” The declaration 
of policy and purpose states that improved transportation of persons requires 
coordination not only among all types of transportation, but ‘also requires 
coordination with other public facilities and with the use of land, public and 
private.” The extensive transportation studies which the National Capital 
Transportation Agency would be authorized to undertake are necessary to 
proper development of the transit development program. 

However, they will be most useful in the long run only if there is continued 
coordination between them and farsighted and imaginative new studies of de- 
sirable land use patterns for private and public development throughout the 
area. 

I believe the transportation program to be developed should to the maximum 
extent possible: 

(1) Route highways and other facilities so that they will— 

(a) Conserve and enhance good residential neighborhoods and busi- 
ness areas; 

(b) Create conditions for revitalizing neighborhoods in rundown 
parts of the city; 

(c) Help clear slums. 

(2) Assure that people who are displaced by highway and other trans- 
portation construction are able to secure acceptable housing without over- 
crowding. 

(3) Contribute to the desirable development and redevelopment of the 
heart of the Nation’s Capital. 

(4) Concentrate much new development outside the District in towns 
or cities offering a wide range of private and public employment, types 
of housing, and business and cultural opportunities. This should be pos- 
sible with strong Federal leadership. Such development would not only 
substantially reduce the need for rush-hour travel into and through the 
central city, but it also would make possible the provision of good com- 
munity facilities and services of all types at a much lower costs than is 
possible with a continuation of the present pattern of urban sprawl. 

(5) Schedule transportation expenditures with full consideration also 
to the relative importance of other pressing needs for the limited public 
funds available in the area. Ata particular time, a major water or sewer 
system might be more crucial for long-run healthy development than a 
major highway. 

(6) Fully coordinate not only the development but also the management 
and regulation of all forms of transportation so that the maximum desirable 
use will be made of mass transit facilities. This would reduce the need for 
extensive throughway construction which is highly disruptive to the existing 
city. It also would increase the revenues of mass transit so that they 
would have the best possible chance of covering all costs of the system. 
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I fully sympathize with the desire of the States and local jurisdictions to 
avoid Federal domination in the development of a regional transportation pro- 
gram. The genera! administrative framework of S. 3193 would seem to give 
them an unusual opportunity to get the transportation system they desperately 
need without such domination. The Federal Government would supply the lead- 
ership and the funds necessary to start the program, while the States would 
have strong inducement to form an interstate compact agency which would 
take over and carry the operation forward. This would seem to be a good 
way to get the jurisdictions to work together. Active cooperation of this kind 
would be a great heip, also, in dealing with other regional problems. 

I believe that the enactment of S. 3193 would supply the basis for firm and 
imaginative guidance in developing a transportation program which would help 
make this the really great National Capital City and region it can become. 
This will require continuing close cooperation among the planning agencies, the 
other public instrumentalities in the region, and the proposed National Capital 
Transportation Agency. 

Because of your request for an expedited report, we are sending you our 
views prior to clearance with the Bureau of the Budget. As soon as the Bureau’s 
views are obtained, we will send you a supplemental report. 

Sincerely yours, 
NoRMAN P. MAson, Administrator. 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 
Washington, D.C., May 10, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of 
this Department on S. 3193, to aid in the development of a unified and integrated 
system of transportation for the National Capital region; to create a temporary 
National Capital Transportation Agency; to authorize creation of a National 
Capital Transportation Corporation; to authorize negotiation to create an inter- 
state transportation agency; and for other purposes. 

The only provisions of the bill of particular interest to this Department are: 
(1) section 305, which would establish a National Capital Transportation Cor- 
poration fund; (2) section 306, which would authorize the proposed National 
Capital Transportation Corporation to borrow money from the Treasury within 
amounts approved in appropriation acts and not to exceed an amount equal to 
the capital of the transportation fund outstanding at any one time; and (3) 
section 308, relating to taxation. Those provisions of the bill are satisfactory 
from the standpoint of this Department. 

The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there 
is no objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 

Very truly yours, 
JULIAN B. Barrp, 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury. 


The CHarrman. Mr. Staats, you have a prepared statement. You 
may proceed in your own manner relative to S. 3193, and I do just 
want to underscore what I said in my opening statement: the splen- 
did work the Bureau of the Budget has given to this very complex, 
complicated problem. You are to be commended for the many man- 
hours that you have devoted in moving this bill forward as you have. 


STATEMENT OF ELMER B. STAATS, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF 
THE BUDGET; ACCOMPANIED BY HAROLD SEIDMAN AND NOR- 
MAN BECKMAN 


Mr. Sraars. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for those comments. I 
have a prepared statement this morning which I would like to read, 


and then I will be very happy to answer any questions that the com- 
mittee may have. 
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the region or could take the form of a single multipurpose regional 
governmental authority which might include sanitation or other func- 
tions. Upon approval of the compact, the President would submit to 
Congress recommendations for transferring such assets and liabilities 
of the Federal agency or corporation as are determined to be appropri- 
ate to the Agency established by the compact. 

It is our earnest hope that sufficient progress will be made in nego- 
tiating the compact so that it will not be necessary to establish an op- 
erating transit corporation. In the event these negotiations do not ap- 
pear likely to succeed, however, S. 3193 and H.R. 11135 would au- 
thorize the President, not earlier than July 1, 1963, to abolish the 
Agency and create a National Capital Transportation Corporation. 

To finance its activities, the Corporation would be authorized to 
obtain funds both from appropriations and by borrowing from the 
Treasury. The Corporation’s funds would be used to: 

(1) Complete most of the detailed planning and engineering plans 
for the subway transit system ; 

(2) build express bus stops and parking sites for transit users; 

(3) provide for sapentek bus service, if necessary ; 

(4) acquire rights-of-way, including wide median strips in new 
freeways for buses and trains; and 

(5) construct the necessary major rail transit lines. 

Emphasis would be placed on making expanded use of private fa- 
cilities to minimize the Federal investment and take advantage of the 
experience of private transit management. 

In developing the proposed legislation, we have endeavored to meet 
fully the five organizational requirements for a transportation agency 
enumerated by the Institute of Public Administration, which served as 
the consultant on the financial and organizational aspects of the trans- 

ortation plan. We believe that the approach taken in S. 3193 and 

.R. 11135 comes closer than any other to meeting these criteria or re- 
quirements. The requirements listed by the Institute of Public Ad- 
ministration are: 

(1) Responsiveness to Federal interests in the metropolitan 
area and to the interests of the counties and cities which make up 
this region; 

(2) Financial adequacy to meet the sizable investment program 
required ; 

(3) Comprehensiveness to integrate the various forms of trans- 
portation into an overall transportation system ; 

(4) Flexibility to administer a government activity of a busi- 
ness-type nature; and 

(5) Feasibility of initiating prompt action to bring about an 
improved transportation system during this period of rapid re- 
gional population and economic growth. 


RESPONSIVENESS 


The provisions of S. 3193 and H.R. 11135 not only provide respon- 
siveness to the Federal interests in the metropolitan area but also, to 
an unprecedented degree, assure responsiveness to the interests of the 
local governing bodies in the area. 

In addition to providing means whereby the States and local juris- 
dictions may take over the operations of the transit agency or corpora- 
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The Cuairman. Thank you. You may proceed. 

Mr. Staats. I am pleased to appear before your committee in sup- 
port of S. 3193 and H.R. 11135, bills to aid in the development of a 
unified and integrated system of transportation for the National Capi- 
tal region; to create a temporary National Capital Transportation 
Agency; to authorize creation of a National Capital Transportation 
Corporation; to authorize negotiations to create an interstate trans- 
portation agency; and for other purposes. 

The basic purpose of S. 3193 and H.R. 11135 is to develop an im- 
proved transportation system for the National Capital region. The 
Federal interest in effective transportation for this metropolitan area 
isclear. The Federal Government employs almost half of the persons 
working in the region. These people must get to work, conduct their 
business, and return home at night in a reasonably satisfactory man- 
ner. Further, the entire Nation has a stake in preserving the beauty 
and dignity of the National Capital area. 

This legislative proposal grew out of the report of the National 
Capital Planning Commission and the National Capital Regional 
Planning Council, “Transportation Plan—National Capital Region,” 
authorized by Congress in 1955 and completed in July, 1959. On 
transmitting the transportation plan to the Congress, the President 
requested its detailed study by the various Government agencies under 
the leadership of the Bureau of the Budget. He stated that such rec- 
ommendations as were warranted would be proposed to the Congress. 

The transportation plan produced two conclusions of importance to 
everyone concerned with the National Capital region. First, the 
study showed a projected expansion of the region’s economy and pop- 
ulation. It is estimated that the present 2 million population of the 
area will reach 3 million by or before 1980. Second, to deal with this 
population and economic growth, the study showed that a coordinated 
system of rail transit, including subways, express buses and highways 
is needed. Such a system would require a heavy investment in capi- 
tal facilities. 

In our judgment, enactment of S. 3193 and H.R. 11135 constitutes an 
important and essential step in meeting these clearly emerging trans- 
portation needs. The proposed legislation provides for creation of a 
temporary National Capital Transportation Agency. To protect the 
substantial investments which this interim agency would make, and to 
insure continued and consistent action in meeting our transit needs, 
two subsequent steps are provided: the legislation authorizes negotia- 
tion of a compact setting up an interstate proprietary agency, and if 
necessary, the creation of a Federal transportation corporation. 

The Agency, which would be financed by direct appropriations, 
would have authority to complete necessary planning and engineering 
for a comprehensive rail-bus system, acquire rights-of-way and build 
bus stops on freeways, acquire and operate parking facilities for tran- 
sit users, and, in collaboration with the railroads, improve commuter 
services. The Agency would have no power to acquire private transit 
companies, operate buses or other motor vehicles or provide for their 
operation. 

S. 3193 and H.R. 11135 authorize negotiation of a compact to create 
an interstate proprietary agency to carry out the objectives of this leg- 
islation. This compact Agency may be limited to transportation in 
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By 1968, expanded bus services would be provided; rights-of-way 
including median strips in new freeways for buses and trains would 
be acquired. Most important, a subway line would be ready for 
operation. Total costs at this stage would reach about $265 million. 

In 1969, revenues derived from fares and related charges on mass 
transit. users should be sufficient to cover operating expenses and in- 
terest payment charges on the borrowed funds. Construction funds 
would be needed at a continuing high rate until 1975, and then taper 
off and be completed in 1980. By 1980, the cost of an overall trans- 
portation system needed to meet the needs of a 3 million population 
could reach $600 million. At this time, revenues should be adequate 
to cover interest on both the appropriated and borrowed funds. 
Thereafter, revenues will begin to be available for amortization of 
outstanding debt. 

If the Federal corporation is created, the legislation authorizes 
direct appropriations (sec. 305(d)) and Treasury loans (sec. 306). 
The legislation does not set any overall fixed limitation on appro- 
priations or borrowing since the actual amounts required cannot be 
aecurately estimated until the interim Transportation Agency has 
prepared a development program with a timetable for the provision 
of facilities and comprehensive financial reports including firm esti- 
mates of costs, revenues, and benefits. 

Two other important factors are also unknown at this time. These 
are the extent of participation by private transit firms in meeting the 
transportation needs of the area and the ratification date of the inter- 
state proprietary compact. 

When an interstate proprietary agency is formed, it could seek 
various means of financing the transportation system. These might 
include a regionwide system of taxes, and user charges, in addition to 
long-term borrowing. When a compact is approved by the States, the 
President is directed to make recommendations to Congress on the 
transfer of property and liabilities of the Federal agency to the com- 
pact organization. 

COMPREHENSIVENESS 


We have endeavored in preparing this legislation to limit the powers 
of the temporary Federal agency and corporation to those which are 
considered absolutely essential for the performance of its mission. 
A priority responsibility of the transportation agency will be the 
preparation of a transit development program (sec. 204). That pro- 
gram, which will be revised from time to time to reflect changing 
needs, will indicate the needed facilities and routes for transporta- 
tion of persons within the entire region. 

In achieving a comprehensive transportation system for the region, 
it is not believed necessary or dasitable to give the Federal agency 
controlling power over highway location, downtown parking, and 
traffic regulation. Extensive use will be made of advisory and local 
coordinating committees which were referred to above, to achieve 
necessary coordination with regard to transit, traffic, and highways. 

The Bureau of the Budget has previously endorsed Senate Joint 
Resolution 42 proposed by your committee and pledges its support to 
the attainment of coordinated development of the Washington metro- 
politan region. Likewise, the Bureau is seeking to coordinate the 
activities of Federal agencies in the area so as to contribute to the 
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tion, your attention is directed to the following sections of S. 3193 and 
H.R. 1135. 

Under sections 202 and 302(c), three of the five members of the Ad- 
visory Board of the temporary Agency and Corporation are required 
to be residents of the National Capital region. Sections 204(b) and 
204(c) require transit activities of the Agency in Maryland and Vir- 
ginia to be approved by the respective Governors. 

Section 204(a) and section 203 of S. 3193, and its companion bill, 
provide for the Federal transit organization’s development activities 
to be coordinated with the work of local and regional planning bodies 
of the area. The National Capital region is fortunate in having the 
National Capital Planning Commission, the planning agency for the 
District of Columbia and the Federal Government in the region, and 
the National Capital Regional Planning Council composed of repre- 
sentatives of the political and planning agencies of the region. 

The Council has responsibility for preparing plans for the orderly 
development of the region, and for relating the individual land use 
and development plans of the counties and cities into a general re- 
gional framework. We recognize that transportation is of primary 
importance in its effect on local and regional development. The pro- 
posed Federal transportation agency and corporation are required to 
conform to the comprehensive plan for the National Capital prepared 
by the Planning Commission and to the general plan for the develop- 
ment of the National Capital region, prepared by the Regional Coun- 
cil. 

The general plan for the development of the National Capital re- 
gion consists essentially of the individual land use plans of the local 
governmental jurisdictions. Only the President at his discretion 
may waive this requirement, if in his view the general public interest 
so requires. Thus, it is believed that maximum coordination of trans- 
portation facilities with local plans for development of the counties 
and cities of the area will be achieved. 

Section 204(b) provides for thorough review of the Agency’s 
transit development program by all of the local jurisdictions and other 
affected organizations. Section 205(a) (4) and (5) require conform- 
ance with applicable State and local zoning laws by franchise holders 
operating transit-related facilities for the Federal Agency. 

This legislation does not attempt to provide an overall metropolitan 
system of government, nor is it designed to create only a transportation 
planning agency. It is designed to achieve an effective regional 
transportation program, and to relate transportation to other regional 
functions and to the existing governmental jurisdictions in the region. 


FINANCIAL ADEQUACY 


The financial requirements for mass transportation in the next two 
decades are of considerable dimensions. In the next 3 years, it is 
estimated by National Capital Planning Commission staff that some 
$20 to $25 million would be needed to begin necessary planning and 
engineering, acquire rights-of-way, construct bus stops on new free- 
ways, develop outlying parking facilities and, in collaboration with 
the railroads, to improve commuter service. It may prove feasible to 
begin the construction of the first subway line in 1963, for which an 
additional $30 million might be needed during that year. 
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solution of the community development problems of the region on a 
unified metropolitan basis. It is believed that this legislation con- 
forms to the intent of Senate Joint Resolution 42. 


FLEXIBILITY 


We believe that the proposed legislation provides the degree of 
organizational and financial flexibility which is required if we are to 
accommodate satisfactorily to the various stages of development and 
implementation of a new rapid transit system. 

If it proves necessary to establish a transportation corporation, it 
would perform precisely the kind of predominantly business type 
activity for which the Congress has made provision by enacting the 
Government Corporation Control Act of 1945. 

Experience has indicated that the corporate form has aided greatly 
in the administration of Federal activities which are revenue produc- 
ing, are potentially self-sustaining, have a large volume of commercial- 
type transactions with the public, and need greater flexibility than the 
customary type of appropriation budget ordinarily permits. Con- 
gressional control would be assured by the annual submission to 
Congress of annual business-type budgets, as required by section 104 
of the Government Corporation Control Act. 

Since the proprietary compact will require several years for nego- 
tiation and ratification, the several-stage approach taken in S. 3193 
and H.R. 11135 will permit work to begin promptly to develop the 
comprehensive system while these arrangements are worked out. 


FEASIBILITY 


The transportation organization proposed in these bills is capable 
of early sadlguieiotion so that valuable years and opportunities will 
not be Jost in providing an improved transportation system. The 
ee agencies are based on accepted principles of executive 

ranch organization and provide a framework for effective executive 
management consistent with clear lines of authority and accountabil- 
ity. 

heaton to implement the transportation program can be taken as 
soon as the Congress enacts the necessary legislation. Adequate time 
is provided during the interim period provided under the bill to 
resolve the difficult legal and financial questions presented by an inter- 
state proprietary agency. 

CONCLUSION 


The proposals reflected in S. 3193 and H.R. 11135 represent the 
results of intensive study and analysis by the executive branch agen- 
cies concerned and discussions and assistance of the officials and 
representatives of the State and local governments as well as non- 
government interests in the area. We believe that the only long-term 
solution to meeting transportation needs in the National Capital re- 
gion is development and approval of an interstate proprietary com- 
pact vesting responsibility as well as authority in the State and local 
Jurisdictions. 

_ However, we believe the protection of the very substantial Federal 
interest and investment requires creation of a corporation along the 
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lines proposed 1 in the event that an interstate agency is not established 
tocarry forward the transit development program. 

The present and rapidly growing population of the area requires 
prompt and decisive action. The combination of circumstances exist- 
ing today present the Federal Government and the States w ith what 
may be a unique opportunity, and certainly one unlikely to present 
itself again for some time. Accordingly, we urge early and favor- 
able consideration of S. 3193 and H.R. 11135, action we believe essen- 
tial with respect to proper development of the Nation’s Capital. 

Mr. Chairman, | would like to say that we would like to congrat- 
wate you and the committee for holding these hearings at such a time 
that we feel makes it possible to get legislation through in this session. 

We have included in the contingenc Vy fund of the budget for 1961 
an amount of money which we feel would enable this agene y to get 
underway in the event that the authorizing legislation is enac ‘ted at 
this session. 

This concludes my formal statement. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Staats, for what I think 
is an unusually well-prepared and splendid statement on ~~ overall 
problem. It has been a pleasure to work closely with you. I do hope 
that we can move this legislation forward. 

Senator Morse, any questions ¢ 

Senator Morsr. Mr. Staats, I want to join the chairman in express- 
ing to you my very high commendation for this very helpful state- 
ment. I think with this kind of cooperation we can move forward on 
this prob lem. 

Mr. Sraats. Thank you. 

The Cnamman. Congressman Smith ? 

Congressman Broyhill? 

Representative Broyniin. Mr. Chairman, I would like to associate 
myself with the remarks made by the chairman and other members 
of the committee, and express my thanks and appreciation to the Bu- 
reau of the Budget and the executive branch of the Goverment for the 
keen interest that they have taken in this problem, primarily recog- 
nizing that a problem does exist and that the Federal Government 
has a responsibility in helping us arrive at a solution. TI fully realize 
that the Bureau of the Budget has put a great deal of work and effort 
into trying to come up with a practical solution. T hope that disagree- 
ments and complications involved in the program will not jeopardize 
favorable action in this session of Congress. It is a massive program 
and there are bound to be areas of disagreement and complication. 

You have outlined five D articular principal points of the legisl: ition 
in your statement on page 4 and page 5. As I have analyzed it, I think 
we are going to redur on to three areas of problems or complication. 
The one of getting the response and the coordination and approval of 
the areas. I think, can be worked out. 

We are going to hear witnesses from the various areas involved, 
and there may have to be a little give and take in that regard. But, 
certainly, we must have the full suppport, sympathy and cooperation 
of all areas involved. 

eer and I make this point, Mr. Chairman, in order that the 
record can be made abundantly clear, and that the intention of the 
seamnittee rad the Congress can be made abundantly clear by repeti- 
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tion in the record, that there is no intention that we scuttle free enter- 
prise in trying to develop a practical and orderly transportation sys- 
tem here. I know we have certain language in the bill in that regard, 
particularly on page 2, that it is the intention of Congress that con- 
sultation and cooperation be made with the State and local officials 
and full use of private e nterprise be made. 

If we set up this Federal Corporation, the head of that agency 
may not quite see it that way, and say, “Well, we have cooperated, we 
have made explorations, but we still have to go further into the trans- 
portation business.” 

Beyond the principles of protecting free enterprise, 1 would like 
to consider that the existing facilities we have here, these vast out- 
lays of development, can be used to build from in improving our 
transportation system. Otherwise, to scuttle what is in existence, 
would mean we have to start all over again by using public funds to 
get up to where we are right now. It might be possible that we can 
reduce the overall cost of this program, if we consider providing 
subsidies or tax reductions of some sort to these existing companies 
to extend their lines and extend their operations, in areas where now 
: would not be profitable. Perhaps with some sort of tax exemption 

r tax relief they can vastly improve their service. I am hoping that 
it may not be necessary for a Federal corporation or compact to go 
into the actual bus transportation business. 

Another area of concern I have is the $600 million figure that you 
use, Which I imagine is accurate. I am afraid that that may cause a 
hittle alarm if and when this legislation hits the floor. 

Is the main portion of that cost the construction of subway sys- 
tems or a rapid-rail system # 

Mr. Sraats. Congressman Broyhill, on the breakdown of this, we 
can furnish that for the record, but this is correct. .A substantial 
portion of this total figure would be for a separate system. 

Representative Broyniti. And you also stated or indicated, that 
there would be no repayment. of the $600 ion, no amortization 
of that expenditure until after 1980 ? 

Mr. Sraats. It begins in 1980. We ought to underscore the fact 
that these estimates have to be tentative and preliminary. There are 
so many factors which will affect this figure as time goes on. 

But we did feel that we are obligated to advise this committee as 
to the present best judgment that could be developed with respect 
to what the long-term costs of this program would be. We feel that 
this is a legitimate question, and we are attempting to answer that 
to the best of our ability at this point. 

Represenative Broyuiti. But from 1980 on, it will be  self- 
financing ? 

Mr. Sraars. That is right. 

Representative Broyiin. And we can liquidate, begin to liquidate 
the debt ? 

Mr. Sraats. That would be correct. 

Representative Broyrim1. That is all I have. 

The Cuatrman. Right at that point, I think this has always been 
the big question on this overall problem. You project some $20 to 
$25 million for the title 2 part of the program, the interim agency 
up to 1963. That is the estimated cost of this agency. Then you say 
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beyond that in the first stage you get up to a total of $265 million, 
ultimately ending up with a total cost by 1980 of $600 million. Then 
you say that you will be able to pay the interest on both the appro- 
priated and the borrowed funds up to 1980, but beyond 1980, you hope 
that the plan is such that you will be able to return part of the money 
on the investment of $600 million. 

Now, may I ask you this question—and I realize it is a most dif- 
ficult one to answer—when will the full $600 million be repaid ¢ 

Mr. Sraats. It will take roughly 30 years beyond that point to com- 
pletely amortize your investment. But [ would like to emphasize 
this: that we are talking about an investment which is going to be 
taking place over a rather considerable period of time. 

But, even if you were to start as of now and assume all of that, 
this is not inordinate in terms of the type of investment that we are 
talking about here. 

Take at. the outside a total of 50 years. We are not talking about 
50 years. We are talking about an investment that will be put in 
place here beginning presumably in 1963, and being put in place over 
‘l period o f time beyond that. This is one of the reasons that an 
estimate is ‘diffi ‘ult to make. The time schedule for construction be- 
enn 1g after that time would be one that would have to be deter- 
mined by the agency and by the Congress as it appropriated funds 
to carry it out. 

So that any figures and any timetable we use has to have a lot of 
conditions attached to it. 

The Crairman. | recopaise that. There are a lot of imponder- 
ables and variables in this entire plan. But what you are saying is 
that your best judgment is that the full $600 million, either by way 
of appropriation or loans, would be repaid by the year 2010; is that 
right, 30 years after 1980? 

Mr. Sraats. That is correct. 

[The following supplementary statement was submitted by the 
Bureau of the Budget : | 

That part of the Federal investment represented by Treasury loans would be 
repaid by 2010 with interest. That part of the investment represented by 
appropriations would not be repayable, except from surplus after 2010, but would 
pay interest charges. 

The Cratrman. This is a practical question. We have these ques- 
tions asked us every day on the floor, and this, in my opinion, is the 
difficult part of this overall transportation plan, and we must face 
up to it. 

[ think we must have the best judgment that we can get from ex- 
perts in the field. I don’t know how much work you put in to come 
up with these estimates. I have no knowledge of that. Have you 
spent extensive time in coming up with these figures ? 

Mr. Sraars. We are relying basically in terms of population growth 
and in terms of the use of the system and on the data developed in 
the transportation survey and the transportation plan report. We 
have not been able to make any separate calculation, nor have we felt 
that there would be any particular value at this point in doing so. 

The Cramman. I recognize that. It had seemed to me in the 
suggestion that had been made possibly sufficient information is not 
available at this time. I understand this mass transportation study 
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will come up with a definitive figure, and this may well be something 
that can be developed by this information going up to 1965. 

Then they are going to know where the lines go. 

Mr. Sraats. Right. 

The Cuatrmman. And what the cost of the rights-of-way are, what 
the costs of the median strips are, and at that point the ay would be 
ina better position to give an authoritative answer as to ultimate 
cost; isn’t this correct 4 

Mr. Sraatrs. Mr. Chairman, I would like to emphasize here, though, 
that the alternative is not without some cost, if we do not go forward 
with a plan of this type. 

It is also going to take heavy public investments of one type or 
another if we continue as we are now, without a coordinated plan in 
this area. 

So that this picture that we are talking about has to be netted out 
against alternative costs as well. 

The Craiman. I think that is a correct observation. 

Mr. Sraats. _ at isthe only practical approach. 

The Ciaran. We must have a coordinated plan. 

Repwecentatis ive sca Hitt. Will the chairman yield ? 

The Cuamman. I yield at this point. 

Representative Broyriti. You use the phrase “appropriations and 
loans.” Would any part of this $600 million ultimately that we are 
talking about be an outright Federal grant with no intention of 
payment ¢ 

I understood you, in answer to the chairman’s question, that within 
0 years from 1980, the $600 million could be repaid. 

Mr. Sraars. During the period of thet agency, that is from 1960 to 
1963, we estimate that there would be tot: u expenditure for ad- 
ministrative costs and for development of plans and for the acquisi- 
tion of right-of-way and for bus stops and other matters which 
would be performed in this period, these would be estimated to total 
about $50 million. 

Now, there would be some assets created by this. The assets would 
be turned over to the new agency. We would hope it would be the 
proprietary compact agency, and there would be then—that would be 
included in the repayment. The compact, itself, would then deter- 
mine how that financing was to take place. 

Representative Broyutin. So these $20 to $30 million grants for 
the agency which would be appropriated will ultimately be con- 
sidered as a loan to be repaid ? 

Mr. Sraars. That is correct. 

Mr, Chairman, I would like to make this point in relation to some 
of the remarks made by Congressman Broyhill and Congressman 
Lankford this morning. 

We have noted in the press some concern about the corporation, 
and whether the corporation will adequately reflect the interest. of 
the community; that is, the District, Maryland and Virginia. 

I would like to say that, in general, while we would be willing to 
see any amendments and comment from the committee on any amend- 
ment which may be proposed here, we would hope that we would 
not presume other than that we would have a compact agency come 
into being at the termination of this first stage, which is ‘the agency 
stage. 
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It is our strong view that this arrangement is far preferable from 
the Federal Government’s standpoint and it would be far preferable 
from the local community standpoint if we could bring this compact 
into being and never have to ¢ reate the proprietary corporation. 

The proprietary corporation, in a sense, is an insurance policy. It 
is a Way of assuring that the Federal interest here would be met in 
terms of the Federal investment that would have been made, and in 
terms of development of the Nation’s Capital in the unlikely event, 
we believe, that the State of Maryland and the State of Virginia 
would not ratify the compact arrangement. When the compact is ap- 
yroved, then, the question of local representation and participation 
would be dealt with in that compact. 

But, as a strictly Fe ler: al agency, in the event that this compact is 
not ratified, we would be much concerned about some of the aanenil 
ments we have read about in the press if they are approved, because of 
its precedence problems, and because of the fact that the Federal Gov- 
ernment woul L | be shouldering the entire financial burden. 

Now, I wanted to make this statement in these general terms. We 
do not take issue at all with the need for local participation, In any 
event. We feel that we have provided for that in the Federal corpora- 
tion, in the event that that is what is enacted, through the Advisory 
Committee approach and through provision for local participation. 
But on this overall approach, I simply wanted to underscore our view 
that the only really satisfactory solution here is to bring into being as 
early as practicable a compact agence y which will really and truly be 
a locally controlled, locally run organization, by Maryland and Vir- 
ginia and the District of Columbia. 

The Crairman. The Chair is aware of the fact that there will be 
certain suggested amendments made and I can’t anticipate exactly 
what turn these amendments may take or exactly their wording. But 
we certainly will solicit the views of the Bureau of the Budget after 
the amendments have been considered by the committee. 

Senator Beall, do you have any questions at this time? 

Senator Brat. I have no questions. 

The CuarrmMan. Congressman Smith ? 

Representative Sairn. Mr. Staats, in the present deplorable state 
of the budget, when you speak of S600 million, it gives me cold feet. 

Mr. Sraars. It does me, too. 

Representative Smriru. I want to pursue this with you a little bit. 
If we have to find $600 million to finance this program over a period 
of 50 years, that would mean the floating of $600 million worth of 
long-term bonds, would it not ¢ 

Mr. Sraars. It would depend on the comps ict organization, sir. 

Representative Smiru. If you are going to get $600 million over 50 
years, that would mean 50 years term of bonds / 

Mr. Sraars. There would have to be either issues of bonds by the 
corporation, or alternatively, there would have to be some advances 
from the Federal Government. 

Representative Smiru. But when it comes to dishing out the long 
green, the Treasury nas got to put up the money. 

Mr. Sraars. There are several ways in which you might obtain the 
capital financing fae the corporation. There could be bond issues by 
the compact agency or there could be guarantees by the Federal Gov- 
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ernment of such bond issues, or there could be advances by the Federal 
Government to the agency directly. Those are the three general ways 
in whic’) this could be done. 

Represe ntative Smiru. 1 have some question whether you are going 
to be able to float bonds unless they are Government bonds, and that. is 
the question I was coming to ultimately. In the present mood of Con- 
eress, When Congress is inclined to be realistic about the ceiling on 
longtime bonds and interest, I am wondering how you are going to 
finance any longtime program ¢ 

Mr. Sraars. This is one of the reasons, Congressman, that we feel 
very strongly that the compact agency should come into existence so 
that they could determine what is the best w: iy to provide that 
financing. They will have to repay it some way or other, anyway, 
through user charges or otherwise, and it would be much better for 
that agency to come into being. 

Now, this corporation would have the authority to levy user charges, 
There could be taxes imposed by Maryland and Virginia and the Dis- 
trict to defray part of this cost. But, basically, I think this is a capi- 
tal investment-type program which should be financed through long- 
term bond issues, with or without Federal Government. assistance. 

The Cuamman. At that point, what you are saying—pardon the 
Interruption. 

Representative Smiru. I say I think they have got a serious prob- 
lem there. 

The Crairman. What I understand you to be saying, Mr. Staats, 
that if the interstate —— ary agency comes into being, then a as 
an agency, would issue bonds, and the bonds would be eh: arged against 
the property within the agency’s area ? 

Mr. Sraats. That is correct. 

The Carman. Isthis correct ? 

Mr. Staats. That is correct. 

The Crarmman. And would they be revenue bonds? Would they 
be in the nature of revenue bonds, or would there be charges against 
the property / 

Mr. Sraats. They would be revenue bonds, I would presume. 

The Cuarman. They would be revenue bonds; that is what you are 
saying ¢ 

Mr. Sraats. Yes. 

The Craiman. If the proprietary compact comes into existence, 
ratified by Maryland, Virginia and the District of Columbia ? 

Mr. Staats. Yes. 

The Cramman. And the Congress of the United States ? 

Mr. Sraats. I should say that Iam perhaps somewhat out. of char- 
acter here coday in coming before the committee recommending that 
the committee ap prove legislation which might involve this kind of 
charge on the Nation’s Capital, on the Federal Government, rather. 

gut we feel that this is a financially feasible plan. It is our strong 
view that the interstate agency should come into being at the end of 
this first period. I think we would be somewhat reluctant to recom- 
mend the creation of a Federal corporation, except if for some reason 
that is now unknown, the compact agency could not be approved. 

The Cuairman. One further question, just so that the record 
erystal clear. I think it is. 
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The cost to the Federal Government of the first-stage agency is 
something in the neighborhood of $20 to $25 million, and that is to 
carry the agency until July 1, 1963. It is to enable the agency to 
adminis ‘ter this program, to make further studies, to acquire r ights- of- 
way; Is this true? 

Mr. Sraats. That is right. 

The Cuarrman,. This is the total overall investment contemplated 
by the Budget bill, up to July 1, 19637 

Mr. Sraats. That 1s correct. 

The Cratrman. With the addition, I think, that you make in your 
statement that should the —— progress far enough and should 
enough headway be made, it is contemph ited that you might start 
the first stage of the wider i 963 at a cost of $30 million / 

Mr. Sraats. That is correct. 

The Ciaran. Initial cost of $30 million ? 

Mr. Sraars. The initial cost with the total cost of completing the 
first part of that, I think is 8265 million. I would like to say this on 
the cost, Congressman Smith. This is relevant to the point Congress- 
man Broyhill was making, on the major use that we feel should 
be made of the private de velopme nt of the transportation system. 

The cost of this would be affected somewhat by the private develop- 
ment. 

Secondly, the total cost would be affected as to how far you went 
in completing. The price tag I have indicated would be to price out 
the total plan as contemplated in the transportation plan put for- 
ward by the Planning Commission. 

The timing of this could be determined over a longer period of time, 
or it could be modified, of course. But our effort here was to try to 
make the best. judgment we could to put a price tag on what it is that 
we are talking about here, in the event that the full plan is adopted 
as contemplated. 

The Craiman. Congressman Foley ? 

Mr. Gutheim, the staff director, I think has several questions on this. 

Mr. Guriem. May I return to the organization question. You 
made reference in your statement, Mr. Staats, to the Institute of 
Public Administration’s earlier legislative draft. At the top of page 
5 of your statement you assert that the bill has met the Institute’s 
test. of comprehensiveness. The question is raised in my mind why, 
then, does the bill that the Budget Bureau has developed differ in so 
many respects and differ so much on this point in particular from the 
bill prepared by the Institute, 

To refresh your memory on this point, I would like to read from the 
analysis of the Institute’s legislation, their comment on page 15 under 
the title of “C ompre s‘hensiveness.” 


The organization must have sufficient power and authority to deal with total 
problem of moving persons within the National Capital region, and this includes 
mass transit as well as vehicular traffic, and the pervasive problem of parking. 
Moreover, the organization must be capable of coordinating its activities with 
land use and economic development programs in the region. 


Could IT ask, and particularly with reference to the further state- 


ment in your prepared remarks on comprehensiveness, whether you 
fee] that this test has really been met ? 


Mr. Sraars. I believe it has, Mr. Gutheim. I may have Mr. Beck- 
man or Mr. Seidman here comment further on that. 
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We have indicated here that we believe that the compact agency 
might lend itself to expansion of activities to include other related 
functions. However, we would prefer not to cross that bridge at this 
point as to whether or not that should or should not be done. 

We feel that there is adequate machinery in the planning commis- 
sion and the regional council to bring that about, working with the 
proposed transportation agency. But I think th: at this is the general 
remark on it I would like to inake. Mr. Beckman and Mr. Seidman, 
I think, could comment further on it. 

Mr. Guruem. I think that Mr. Beckman might comment particu- 
larly on the relationship of this transit agency to highways and to 
vehicular traflic and parking. These would be particular points that 
I would say the Institute has used in its test of comprehensiveness 
that I would like you to comment on here. 

Mr. Beckman. One of our major considerations was to give the 
Federal agency or corporation no more powers than it had to have to 
operate in the area. We did not feel it was necessary to give the 
Federal Government the absolute control over highway location, over 
local traffic control and regulation, and over downtown parking. We 
feel that the exact location of a highway is not crucial to transit 
development, if it goes a few blocks one way or another. This is a 
question that we h: ave considerable mi achinery for solving, and we 
have various cooperative mechanisms built in. This agency is, as we 
have outlined, tied into the same land use plans as are the highway 
departments or as are the agencies that are concerned with control 
of parking and traffic control. 

We feel the integration and comprehensiveness is going to be 
achieved more through coordination with the land use plans ‘and the 
regional plans for development of the area and the District master 
plans, rather than giving this one agency these dominant. powers 
which were not, we felt, crucial to developing an overall transporta- 
tion system. 

Mr. Gurnerm. I think what you have said, Mr. Beckman, is sub- 
stantially what is contained on page 9 of the prepared statement. I 
quote : 

It is not believed necessary or desirable to give the Federal agency control 
and power over highway location. 

But the question is raised in my mind: Shouldn't there be some 
sort of an organizational arrangement for regional highway surveys 
and planning, for cooperation on location decisions, and some chance 
for the F ederal Agency to influence location decisions of other agen- 
cies and in the matter of employment centers and things of that kind? 

Mr. Beckman. I certainly agree with you. I believe the trans- 
portation development program which would be one of the major 
responsibilities of the first-stage agency would certainly embrace 
highway location, as well as mass transit facilities; and by working 
with the P lanning Commission and other organizations in the area, 
I think we will cet that overall comprehensiveness, overall compre- 
hensive planning, without fixing the responsibility and power in this 
particular agency for doing it. 

Mr. Gurnerm. It seems to me of the greatest importance to recog- 
nize that after this $460,000 mass transport: ition survey, which has 
given us the definition of the problem on which we are now working, 
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there are no arrangements that exist at the present time for continu- 
ing such surveys and plans. 

In your judgment, would this Federal Agency do those things? 

Mr. Beckman. I think the legislation is such that it a certainly 
within its scope of responsibility and authority to do it as well as 
work cooper: atively with the regional planning agencies and local 
jurisdi Ictions 1n ac ‘omplis! ine it. 

Mr. Sraats. This would be a function, I would think, Mr. Gutheim, 
of the amount of staff and the amount of money provided. 

Mr. Gr THE oe I want to make it abs solutely clear that this degree 
of concern W1 1. highw: Vs 1s ontempl: ited in what otherwise I would 
tend to regard as purely a transit bill. 

The Cramman. Do you understand the question, Mr. Staats? 

Mr. Sraatrs. [am not sure that I do. 

The Cuarrman. I wonder if you could recast the question. 

Mr. Gutiet. I am interested in showing a continuity with the 
work of the mass transportation survey. Will that be possible under 
this bill? 

Mr. Sraats. We believe that it would be. Mr. Gutheim. I think, 
again, this would be a question as to whether the executive branch 
and the Congress were to provide adequate funds and staff for this 
agency in this period that we are talking about. 

] see Ho barrie I in t] 1e lan: ouage of he bill « * any of the history 
legislatively or any of the discussions that we sae had with the local 
groups on this which would bar that 
~ Mr. Guriert. I have read this bill several times, Mr. Staats, and 
I do not reeall wins Soar in the diseussion of the tr: ansportation de- 
velopment program to which Mr. Beckman referred that there is any 
reference to hig hw: ays. 

If there is such a reference, | would like very much if that could 
be furnished to the committee at some convenient point 

The Cramman. Congressman MeMillan, do you have any ques- 
tions at this eee If not, gentlemen, thank you very much. You, 
no doubt, will be hearing from us from time to time as our hearing 
progresses. 

Our next witnesses are Harland E. Bartholomew, Chairman of the 
National Capital Planning Commission, and Donald E. Gingery, 
Chairman of the National Capital Regional Planning Council. 

It is always a pleasure to hear from these two distinguished men. 
[ again want to publicly compliment you for the many man-hours 
you have devoted to this very complex problem. 

Mr. Harthaliaiew: 


STATEMENT OF HARLAND E. BARTHOLOMEW, CHAIRMAN, 
NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION 


Mr. Barruotomew. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commit- 
tee, my name is Harland Bartholomew, Chairman of the National 
Capital Planning Commission. 

This Commission wishes to express to you its deep appreciation 
for holding these hearings so promptly and for thus providing the 


opportunity for enactment of legislation at this session of the Con- 
gress. 
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too soon to inaugurate a modern transportation system for immedi- 
ate as well as long-range future needs. Meanwhile, traffic continues 
to grow apace. In the last year Potomac River crossings have in- 
creased by 13,000 vehicles per day, or nearly 5.4 percent. In the last 
5 years Potomae River crossings have increased by 36,000 vehicles 
yer day, or nearly 17 percent. 

While meeting the pressure of traffic growth is the primary reason 
for early action on this legislation, there are other highly important 
considerations. 

First, there is need to secure extra-wide median strips in the new 
freeways that are being planned and built by the highway depart- 
ments today. We cannot come back in a few years and try to add this 
needed Iand. It is now or never with these. A similar problem of 
coordinating transit with new freeway developments is that of express 
bus stations to be built within the freeway rights-of-way. It will not 
necessarily be impossible to come back later if we fail now, but it 
would be extremely costly. 

An altogether different set of reasons for early progress involves 
numerous detailed decisions involved in the total planning process. 
We and the other planning agencies in the region have projects on 
which decisions to commit both public and private funds must be made 
in the near future. 

The uncertainty that must necessarily be in the minds of all of us is 
whether or not we can count on a rapid transit system being available. 
Shall we make these decisions on the assumption that we will have or 
do not have a rapid transit system? Unfortunately, many of these 
decisions cannot be postponed. 

Some of the projects so affected are: 

Reuse of Anacostia- Bolling area. 

New sites for Department of Defense buildings. 
Policy for location of other Federal buildings. 
The (privately financed) downtown study plan. 
Federal parking facilities program. 

Various urban-renewal projects. 

Policies for land use in suburban areas. 

This by no means completes the list of the things that our Planning 
Commission, day by day, and week by week, is having to face de- 
cisions on. 

We are certain there is widespread agreement in the region that 
action is necessary, that the new agency provided for in these bills 
should come into being, and detailed engineering plans as provided 
for in the bills should be prepared at the earliest date possible. 

The National Capital Planning Commission strongly endorses S. 
3193 and H.R. 11135, and urges passage of the legislation. It is our 
belief that they provide for all of the transit functions and duties 
which the transportation plan report found to be necessary and de- 
sirable. 

The matter of coordination of the activities of the proposed agency 
and the existing highway departments Mr. Gutheim referred to has 
been satisfactorily drafted, and conforms to the recommendations con- 
tained within the transportation plan report. 

Transportation planning is visualized as a joint cooperative effort of 
all interested parties, stimulated by a transit agency coordinating 
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For 35 years the Planning Commission, as part of its function 
of planning for and attempting to direct the growth of Washington 
and its environs, has been concerned with transit and mass trans por- 
tation. 

In 1952, the Commission prepared the transit plan made necessary 
by pists: Peon of the two competing companies, the introduction 
of motor buslines, the need for reduction of congestion in the central 
business district by extensive rerouting, and the extensions of service 
to growing suburban areas. 

Subsequent studies have demonstrated that we have now absorbed 
most of our street capacity so that an entirely new undertaking is 
urgently needed. 

It is not my purpose at this time to describe the tr ——— ition 
plan prepared during the past 4 years with funds provided by the 
Congress. You have received copies of this plan and now have be- 
fore you S. 3193 and H.R. 11135 by which this plan, or modifications 
thereof, can be implemented. 

It has taken us 10 years to reach this point, the i950 comprehensive 
plan having urged this undertaking, and at best it will take approx- 
imately another 10 years to put into effect a substantial part of the 
proposed plan, if we initiate it now. 

Transportation is the greatest single planning factor in shaping the 
form of a community. The future of our Nation’s C apital will be 
profoundly influenced for good, or for bad, by the enactment, or 
failure to enact, this legislation. Its significance cannot be over- 
estimated. 

The community today is barely getting by in terms of traflie and 
transportation. As our report demonstrated, we have two problems 
to overcome: First, we already are behind the schedule of our needs; 
and, second, we must prepare for the tremendous growth of the fu- 
ture. There is little or no extra capacity on our streets and our 
transit systems carry a smaller and smaller proportion of downtown 
workers. 

Today, only about 35 percent of downtown rush-hour travel is by 
transit. Almost all large cities, including automobile-oriented De- 
troit and Los Angeles, exceed 50 percent and a number of cities have 
70 percent or more of their travel to central areas by transit. 

In the next 20 years we will add at least 1 million people in this 
area. Nearly all of these people will need to live in new suburban 
areas because there is so little vacant land in the central city and in 
the older suburbs. Most residential services—retail sales and serv- 
ice, for example—will grow outward with the population. But at 
the same time there will be a growth of new employment activities 
in the center—new national headquarters, new forms of financial 
activities, for example. 

A new and much more diffused travel pattern will come about. 
Travel to and from the metrocenter will continue to increase. For 
example, our studies show suburban traffic will grow from 100 to 
200 percent in the next 20 years. In the central area, there would 
be 35 percent more rush-hour automobiles than today if we do not 
build a rapid transit system. 

In the next 40 years our estimates indicate a total metropolitan 
population of between 5 and 6 million persons. We cannot start 
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if it were confined just within the boundaries of the District of 
Columbia / 

Mr. Barrnotomew. No. This is the entire plan. 

Representative Broyniti. You don’t have any breakdown 4 

Mr. Barrnotomew. I beg your pardon ? 

Representative Broynity. You don’t have any breakdown as to 
what it would cost for this system within the Nation’s Capital ? 

Mr. BarrnoLtomew. We can furnish that for the record. 

Representative Broyuinn. You have it, though 4 

Mr. Barrnotomew. Yes. 

Representative Broyuite. 1 mean you must have had to have it for 
the area 

Mr. Bartrnotomew. We can furnish it for the record. 

The Cuarrman. I think it would be helpful to furnish that for the 
record, 

Congressman Foley. 

Representative Fotry. I would like to ask for a breakdown of that 
§2.5-billion total that he gave. As I understand it, you have suggested 
three subdivisions. One is the rapid rail or subway program, which 
has been —s as ap proximately S600 million. 

You have further broken that figure down, to use the expression, 
=, » million for r apid rail and it looks like $135 million for parking 

facilities at the rail junctions or bus terminals. 

Now, you mentioned a highway program, and then you further 
mentioned a freeway program which I believe you estimated at $600 
million. 

Could you give us a breakdown of the $2.5 billion estimate as to the 
various facets of transportation facilities ? 

Mr. BarrioLomew. We Il, in round figures, the $2.5 billion overall 
cost breaks down into about $1.8 billion for the hight vay program. 

I believe the actual figure for the rail transit 1s $565 million, but 
included in that is our parking facilities. 

Representative Forry. That is $100 million, then, for parking 
facilities. 

Mr. Bari HOLOMEW, And then there is another figure of $119 mil- 
lion for par ‘ing in the downtown area, which will be necessary, in 
any event, because our needs for parking in the central area are by 
no means met at the present time. 


NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C., May 12, 1960. 
Mr. FrRepERICK GUTHEIM, 
Staff ee or, Joint Committee on W ashington Vetropolitan Prot 
Washington, D.C. 


(CMs, 


Deak Mr. Gurnemm: This letter is to clarify statements made and to answer 
questions arising from the hearings on S. 3193 at the time Mr. Bartholomew was 
testifying on May 5. 

The general statement that additional highways in the transportation plan 
report would cost about $600 million should read, “approximately $500 million.” 

The difference between the $564 million transit system cost in our report and 
the approximately $600 million figure used by the Bureau of the Budget on page 
8S of their testimony is due to several cost items not in our report’s transit 
system cost, as follows: administrative costs of the Federal organization prior 
to 1969, $8 million: right-of-way and construction costs of limited amounts of 
highway facilities, $5 million; and extrawide median strips in freeways (reported 
as highway costs in our report) $28 million. 

Mr. Broyhill’s question on the cost of rapid transit in the District of Columbia: 
from DeLeuw, Cather & Co. table B-2—District of Columbia, rapid transit train’s 
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committee that would be made up of technicians from the transit, 
highway, and planning agencies. Highway design and construction 
duties would remain entirely with the highway agencies. 

Passage of the legislation will permit orderly planning which, 
turn, will permit orderly public works and orderly private iaihe 
ment and development. The legislation is a new and bold attempt 
at areawide coordination and cooperation. The bill has been re- 
viewed with local area officials over the past 5 months and largely 
meets their requirements. There has been a remarkable degree of 
cooperative endeavor and also a remarkable degree of unanimity. 
= omen Commission has been an active participant in this 
entire program and takes this occasion to assure you that the fune- 
ee and duties prescribed by the bill are what are required to do 
the job that has to be done. 

The relationships between the Planning Commission and_ the 
Transportation Agency, as provided for in this —— ation, are espe- 
cially significant. Complete cooperative endeavor in directing the 
future growth of this community is essent ial and mena be stre neth- 
ened and promoted, and is so envisioned | by the provisions of the 
legislation which is now before you. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to add one more word to this statement, 
IT was glad to hear Mr. Gutheim bring up the question of the high- 
way aspect of this plan, because I know a great deal of attention 
is being given to the matter of the rail transit. But I would like to 
eall to your attention that this is an overall comprehensive master 
pl: in of transport ition for the entire met ropoli tan region. As you 
may have noted in the report, the total plan is about $2.5 billion. 
The rail transit which was being discussed earlier constitutes only 
about one-fifth of this total program. 

I also would like to call to your attention that very nearly one- 
half of this entire overall $2.5-billion cost is already provided for or 
anticipated in the highway program which is now being planned, 
and within the present highway program, the 10-year program, I 
believe it is called. So that we have two big jobs left that are not in 
our presently planned highway program. One-half of the remainder 
is this rail rapid transit, and the other half is that portion of the 
freeway program which is not envisioned in the present highway 
program. The estimated cost of that additional highway program 
in round figures is $600 million, which is just about the same as the 
proposed rail transit $565 million. I might add that the proposed 
rail transit actually is $465 million, but with the parking facilities 
that are contemplated at the stations, plus the parking facilities that 
would be envisioned for the bus rapid transit on the freeways, it 
makes up the difference between the $465 million and the $550 
million. 

The Cuamman. Thank you, Mr. Bartholomew. I compliment you 
on your many years of devotion to this particular project. and I hope 
it is moving along to final fruition. 

Congressman Smith? 

Congressman Broyhill? 

Representative Broynin. One brief question, Mr. Chairman. 

Do you have an estimate, Mr. Bartholomew, what it would cost for 
the rapid rail system, subway system, or whatever you want to call it, 
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route construction $333 million of $402 million for entire train system; express 
bus route construction $11 million of $31 million for entire bus system. In addi- 
tion to the route construction costs there are costs which are dificult to assign 
to any one jurisdiction: yards and shops, rolling stock, and tr: ansit parking 
spaces. These other costs total $131 million and are shown in further detail in 
table 22 of our report. 
Sincerely yours 
W. E. FINuey, Director. 
The CuatrMan. Thank you very much. 
Any aoe ther questions ? 


Mr. Gingery. 


STATEMENT OF DONALD E. GINGERY, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL 
CAPITAL REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL 


Mr. Gincery. My name is Donald Gingery. Tam Chairman of th 
National Capital Regional Planning Council, 

May I t: ake this opp ortunity on behalf of my council to thank you 
and your committee for your splendi I COOPeLe ition with 1 my counc il, 
It is mv observation that t throughout the metropolitan region, there is 

general feeling of togetherness, and this feeling is stronger than 
ever before. 

The governing officials of the metropolitan region have a feeling of 
confidence in the truly great leadership and understanding your com- 
mittee has displayed. So long as this condition of mutual respect 
and understanding continues, we can meet metropolitan problems 
without stumbling and with confidence. The members of the Re- 
sional Council pledged themselves to continue this cooperation. 

The bill S. 3193, the sub ust of these hearings, is really the third 
step ina realistic approach by the Congress and the members of the 
metropolitan government, to solve a serious regional problem. The 
first step was the creation of the Regional Planning Council about 7 
or 8 years ago. The second step was the preparation of the mass 
transit: plan, and now the third step is the implementation of the 
recommendations of the mass transit plan by 8.3193. 

The transportation pl: = as you will see by the chart on my right, 
recommends a nucleus of tvaflice-handling facilities. It also recom- 
mends a broad approach ‘ financing the construction and operation 
of these facilities. Now, with S. 3193 we have a means to finance and 
operate which by and large appears to us to be a logical solution. 

We are faced with even a greater problem than finance and opera- 
tion: The problem of moving three large families—Maryland, Vir- 
ginia, and the District of Columbia—into one house and creating a 
single family group without losing the individual identity of each 
eroup making up the family 

You will hear from a number of subsequent speakers who are prom- 
inent members of the wove ‘rhing groups from the metropolitan region. 
\s you listen to them, vou will find a fine line of appre ‘hension running 
through their recommendations like a blue thread in white cloth. 

There is little need to be discouraged by or alarmed by this appre- 
hension, but there is very considerable need ‘i understand the cause 
of the apprehension, to diagnose it, and then treat it with rather 
large doses of permanent tranquilizers. 

The apprehension is the question of equality. My guess is that if 
the Congress and the two States can rise to meet a mutual problem and 
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face it on a strict equality basis, then fears of domination by one over 
the other will disappear quickly. 

However, if there is a feeling of lopsided control, that is, Federal 
or State domination, abnormal redtape-type of controls will appear 
upon the scene. This redt: ape will cause costly, if not impossib le, 
delays and continued bickering, which will soon wear out the patience 
of all parties. Redtape and bure “aucracy must be avoided at all costs. 
The States and the Congress will have to relinquish some of their 
cherished prerogatives to this metropolitan agency in order to make 
it work. 

[ am absolutely convinced that this type of coope ration ean be ae- 
complished and that we have the will and the spirit to make it work. 
It has been proven over the last several years. 

Unquestionably, you will hear testimony of the type that will de- 
mand a complete revision of the entire planning of the metropolitan 
region. You will probably | hear testimony to the effect that provisions 
have not been made in the mass transit pl: an for adequate expansion, 
different places of employ cent: daeaaheniaaal employment centers and 
the like. 

However, [ can assure vou and categorically state that the mass 
transit: plan as proposed and S. 3195, In substance, will permit us to 
move with the tide of pop' ation and employment shifts for many 
years to come and that this nucleus of transit development and ] slan- 
ning is most capable of expansion and diversification if this lain: 
lation is moved forward promptly. 

There is no question in my mind that the planning agencies in the 
area are capable now and equipped to grow to meet the problems of 
today, tomorrow, and the year 2000, The citizenry locally has learned 
to understand and accept. planning controls and planning methods, 
both local and regional, and this understanding is growing stronger 
every day. 

Now, a word about the toue hy subject, ° ‘Federal and State controls.” 
It appears to me that the old order of things, for example, Federal 
Government puts up money, Federal Government controls, cannot 
work successfully where a metropolitan problem such as we have here 
is involved. It is apparent to all of us that this singularly unique 
metropolitan region has outgrown its original geo 


graphical bounda- 
ries. So, we are faced with a Federal City under the control of Con- 
gress, and the outer Federal City under the control of two States. 
None of the three are likely to give = their con cae te autonomy. 
Unless this ‘ iwonomy is dnacas hed t some cdeeree all parties 
composing t] » Metropolit: an Federal City, the District of Columbia 
is likely to find itself nothing more ie an) ao r Ho 


) r Kong between 
the motherlands of Ma ivland and Virginia 


ana these two mother- 
lands will find themselves with a stepchild city over whom they have 
ho control. 


The greatest proot, to me, of the willineness of the States to co 
operate with the Federal City and Congress is the passage by the 
State legislatures of the so-called area compact legislation. If Con- 
gress will pass their comp anion bill, metropolitan cooperation will 
be { firmly on its Way. 


There is an urgent need for raste In the » passage of the subi t bill. 
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in cost at the rate of $100,000 per week per corridor and this is no 
layman’s estimate, but an estimate made by the most competent 
engineering expe rts in the field. 

By the simplest of arithmetic, it must be apparent to everyone thiat 
these corridors will disappear from our grasp almost faster than 
we can build them. The rights-of-way must be purchased, the de- 
cisions must be made, and the quibbling must stop. Otherwise, we 
will be here next year and the year after and the year after that, with 
greater proble ms th: at will have more elusive and expens sive solutions, 

I humbly request a legislative program proceed with all stops 
pulled. 

I will not comment on the technicalities of the bill, although to do 
so would be my preference. As the Chairman of the metropolitan 
planning agency, it is my sincerest belief that these suggestions and 
recommendations should come from the elected officials of the area 
For, after all, they are the people who must be elected: they must 
produce the budgets, and they must be reelected, and they must an- 
swer to the people. Their judgment as to these matters must be 
paramount to mine. 

A planning agency must advise the elected officials. Their advice 
must be set soe ye. they must not plan ina vacuum, and they must face 
up to political and financial realities. This, we have attempted to do. 

In my opinion, much has been dene to build in protection for 
exist ing transit companies in the region. I have the greatest expecta- 
tions that we of the metropolitan region ean operate all types of 
transit facilities in a most business-like manner with a minimum of 
cost. 

May I take this opportunity to thank you for asking us to appear 
before you and to thank you again for your truly genuine interest in 
our metropolitan pre cm 

The CuarrmMan. Thank you very much, Mr. Gingery. 

Senator Beall ? 

Congressman McMillan ? 

Congressman Smith ? 

Congressman Broyhill ? 

Congressman Foley ? 

One question from Mr. Gutheim. 

Mr. Guruerm. May I return to Mr. Bartholomew. I have one 
question with respect to land use. 

On page 6 of Mr. Staats’ statement, Mr. Bartholomew, he says: 

The general plan for the development of the National Capital region consists 


essentially of the individual land use plans of the local governmental juris- 
dictions. 
Vould you agree with that statement ? 

Mr. Barruotomew. Coordinated, yes. The land use plan which we 
use and published as part of the transportation plan was made up 
through joint etforts of the planning engineers of the several different 
jurisdict ions composing the metropolitan area. 

Mr. Guruem. I think we are familiar with that from the earlier 
testimony in the November hearings. It doesn’t seem to me that there 


is any recoonition here of the need for a regional development plan as 
sential a a I : 
urged at those hearines in November. 





use 


2U- 
ag 
sal 
les 


sta 


thi 
th 


ye 
th 
la 


ty 
or 
ul 


be 


re 


W 
W 





ne 


we 
up 
nt 


ier 


re 


NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1960 45 


Does it seem to you that there is any deficiency in the present land 
use plan in this respect 

Mr. Barrnotomew. Well, I] may say this: That the planning for a 
20-year period which is more or less customary with most planning 
agencies involves an extension of present land use trends, and neces- 
sarily so because when sewers and water are established, they more or 
less fix the pattern for a number of years ahead. 

Mr. Guruem. But here- 

Mr. Barrnotomew. Pardon me, justa moment. I wish to finish my 
statement. 

And our National Capital Planning Commission, now jointly with 
the Regional Planning Council, is taking a somewhat longer look at 
the whole land use plan or patte rn of the metropolitan region. 

We have underway a rather thorough study for what we call the 
year 2000. That is a 40-year plan of growth and de ‘velopment within 
the area which will envision not merely population expansion but also 
land use alternatives and such. 

So that whatever we may do in connection with that study as be- 
tween our two agencies, that will be, as I stated in my statement, 
ordinated with the transportation agency 01 - Federal corpor: ea. or 
ultimate interstate compact agency, whichever m: iy be established. 

That is why I stated at the « nd of my statement that coordination 
between the planning agencies and the transportation agency in di- 
recting the future growth of this metropolitan area is vital. 

Mr. Gurirerm. I am only trying to ascertain, Mr. Bartholomew, 
whether in this further land use planning effort you are making there 
will be a reflection of the influence of the rapid transit system the 
committee is considering here today. 

Mr. BarrnoLtomew. Yes. 

Mr. Guruem. And the influence on I: ie use, for example. 

Mr. Barrnotomew. I would say ves, by all means As I stated 
my statement, transportation is probably the dominant factor in the 
planning process. But transportation, per se, is not the only con- 


sidera ron. 


In other words, transportation and land use and all of the other 


elements of a comprehensive pl: in should be coordinated in the total 
a ess. We believe that this legislation as it provides for coordina- 
tion between the transportation agency and the planning agencies of 


the region is wisely written. I may say that we had several dis- 
cussions with the Bureau of the Budget in the drafting of this legis- 
lation - that matter. 

The Cramman. We appreciate your answer and certainly appre- 
ciate eae appearane e here today. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 


NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C., May 38, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR Bis_e: Reference is made to your request for the views of this 
Commission on S. 3193, a bill “To aid in the de velopme nt of a unified and inte- 
grated system of transportation for the National Capital region ; to create a tem- 
porary National Capital Transportation Agency; to authorize creation of a Na- 
tional Capital Transportation Corporation; to authorize negotition to create an 
interstate transportation agency ; and for other purposes.” 
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As you know, this Commission, together with the National Capital Regional 
Planning Council, pursuant to the National Capital Planning Act of 1952 and 
the Second Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1955, prepared a transportation 
plan for the National Capital region, which contains proposals for a compre- 
hensive and balanced transportation system for the District of Columbia and 
its environs, including rail rapid transit and express bus facilities and freeway 
and other highway facilities. In order to bring into being the proposed mass 
transportation system, the transportation plan recommends three organiza- 
tional steps: (1) approval by the Congress of the Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transit Regulation Compact; (2) creation by the Congress of a temporary 
Federal agency to initiate the design, programing, and development of the trans- 
portation system; and (3) creation by interstate compact of a permanent pro- 
prietary agency. 

S. 3193, prepared by the Bureau of the Budget following the hearings on the 
transportation plan last November before the Joint Committee on Washington 
Metropolitan Problems, is intended to create the Federal instrumentality and 
authorize negotiations for the permanent interstate compact proprietary agency 
contemplated in the transportation plan. The Federal instrumentality, which 
would be created by this bill, would complement, and not duplicate or conflict 
with. the interstate regulatory ageney. 

This Commission strongly urges prompt enactment of S. 3193. 

Early consideration and approval of S. 3193 is essential in order to translate 
the general recommendations of the transportation plan into more detailed engi- 
neering and development programing of the rapid transit system proposed therein. 
The acquisition of land needed for extra-wide median strips of freeways now 
being planned is especially important. These median strips will not be available 
at rensonable cost at a later time. 

The approach to the development of a unified and integrated transportation 
system for the National Capital region, which S. 3193 represents, should be 
maintained. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that the views expressed in this report 
are consistent with the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
HARLAND BARTHOLOMEW, Chairman. 


NATIONAL CAPITAL REGIONAL PLANNING CouUNCIt. 
Washington, D.C., April 21, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, District of Columbia Committee, New Senate Office Building, Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR BIBLE: In response to your letter of April 9, 1960, the National 
Capital Regional Planning Council respectfully calls to your attention the fact 
that on March 14, 1960, in regular session, the Council unanimously approved the 
administration’s proposed Transportation Act legislation, now designated S. 3198. 

As you know, the Council is the area’s only metropolitan agency with official 
status: eight of its ten members are representatives of Maryland and Virginia 
governing bodies or planning agencies. The Council’s approval of the legisla- 
tion as submitted may be construed to indicate its strong desire to move as 
quickly as possible to carry out the recommendations of the transportation plan. 
The Council and the National Capital Planning Commission devoted more than 
3 years intensive work into the preparation of the plan. 

The need for improved rapid transit facilities will become increasingly urgent 
with each passing year; the need to take swift action toward that goal is self 
evident 

The Congress now has before it legislation which will carry out the second step 
of the legislative recommendations in the transportation plan. We respectfully 
urge the Congress to act as quickly as possible on this matter, and we are certain 
that the Congress, after public hearings, can establish a workable and acceptable 
Federal instrument which can initiate the rapid transit plans. 

Sincerely yours, 


DoNnALD FE. GIncery, Chairman. 
The Cratman. Our next witness is the President of the Board of 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia, Robert E. McLaughlin. Tt 


is always a pleasure to welcome him to the witness chair. TI don't 
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know whether General Welling is here. If so, we are happy to have 
him join with the President of the Board. Here is General Welling 
now. 

General Welling, we are very happy to have you join the President 
of the Board. 

Do we have Mr. Carrick with us this morning / 

Mr. McLaveuire. No, I don’t believe he is here. 

The CrrairmMan. Very well. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT E. McLAUGHLIN, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF 
COMMISSIONERS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA; ACCOMPANIED 
BY BRIG. GEN. ALVIN C. WELLING, ENGINEER COMMISSIONER, 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. McLavennix. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I know that all the members of this committee are very devoted to 
the _— of the District of Columbia and the Washington metropol- 
itan area, and IT feel personally that they will do no greater work 
for this W ashington metropolitan area in the time that they serve 
in the Congress than they are doing in considering this question of 
transportation system for the metropolita in area of Washington. 

Mr. Chairman, I am appearing here with three hats today. One of 
them is just a bit cocked in that no very definite position has been 
taken by the Washington Metropolitan Regional Conference. 

I might state first that when there was a full conference held 
the month of April, a resolution was adopted by the full conference 
with respect to transportation which Iam sure the committee already 
has a copy of. But T might submit it for the record if the chair- 
man wishes. 

The Cuamman. It may be submitted and included as a part of the 
record, 

(The resolution referred to is as follows :) 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas, on March 14, 1960, there was introduced in Congress a bill known 
as the National Capital Transportation Act of 1960 (S. 3193), which, among 
other things, provided for the creation of a temporary National Capital Trans- 
portation Agency and a National Capital Transportation Corporation to develop 
a transportation system for the National Capital region: and 

Whereas there is still pending before the Congress for approval and consent 
the Washington metropolitan area transit regulation compact (H.J. Res. 402 and 

J. Res. 135) : and 

Whereas each of said bills is designed to perform separate and distinct fune- 
tions as specified in the comprehensive transportation plan promulgated by the 
National Capital Ee Commission and the National Capital Regional 
Planning Council ; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Washington Metropolitan Regional Conference strongly 
reaffirm its support of the Washington metropolitan area transit regulation 
compact (HLS. Res. 402 and S.J. Res. 135) and strongly urges that congressional 
consent and approval of said legislation be granted at this session of Congress 
and that consideration of the National Capital Transportation Act of 1960 not 
be permitted to defer favorable action of the regulatory compact: and be it 
further 

Resolved, That the Washington Metropolitan Regional Conference believes that 
there is no conflict between the regulatory compact and the National Capital 
Transportation Act of 1960 and that each is designed to perform separate, dis- 
tinct, and essential functions in a comprehensive program to provide the National 
Capital region with an adequate system of transportation. 
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The CuatrMman. What I would very much appreciate your doing 

highlighting parts of your statement as to the things we have to 
consider here on this particular bill, 

Mr. McLaveunin. Mr. Chairman, this is 11 pages doublespaced. 

The CuarrmMan. You develop it in your own way to get your point 
uCross. 

Mr. McLaveuiin. As Chairman of the Joint Commission to Study 
Passenger-Carrier Facilities and Services in the Washington Metro- 
politan Area (known as the Tri-State Commission), I take pleasure 
in transmitting the comments of that commission on S. 3193 and the 
companion measure in the House, H.R. 11135, which propose the cre- 
ation of certain organizations of government to develop and operate a 
transportation system adquate to meet the needs of the National Capi 
tal 1 region. 

The Joint Commission To Study Passenger-Carrier Facilities and 
Services in the Washington Metropolitan Area is an organization 
created by the States of Maryland and Virginia and the District of 
Columbia for joint and cooperative action to solve the transportation 
problem in the Washington, D.C., metropolitan area. 

The commission was created in 1954 by resolutions of the legisla- 
tures of Maryland, Virginia and the Board of Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia and is composed of three representatives from 
each jurisdiction, consisting of a member of the senate and house of 

the legis latures of the States, the President of the Board of Commis 
sioners of the District of Columbia, and the Chairman of the National 
Capital Planning Commission for the District of Columbia and 
member from the public service commission of each jurisdiction. The 
commission has worked very closely with the National Capital Plan- 
ning Commission and the National Capital Regional Planning Coun- 
cil in all phases of the mass transit study and a joint steering commit- 
tee was set up between the groups to coordinate their activities, 

In addition, the commission served as the committee which success- 
fully negotiated the Washington metropolitan area transit regula- 
tion compact, which has been enacted by Virginia and by Maryland 
and is pending before the Congress for consent ane approval (IL. 
Res. 402 and S. aaa a0). 


T hrough cons sult ion and cooperation with the Bureau of the Bud- 
cet, the Sais nission has participated in the formulation of S. 3193 
and i... 2 135, and these bills reflect in substantial measure the po 
sition of the , a There is complete acreement oh the basie 


propositions th 

(1) the engineering and transportation development program 
should be undertaken Siena sand 

(2) the operation of the transportation system should be under- 
taken by an organization in which the States and the Federal Gov- 
ernment jointly participate. In our view, these two basic objectives 
are adequately provided for in titles IL and IV of the pending legis- 
lation, subject to the specific suggestions made be te 

Pending the creation by interstate compact of an appropriate pro- 
prietary agency properly representing the State aa Federal inter- 
ests, and to assure an adequate transportation system for the National 
Capital region in the event the compact agency is not created, the bill 
provides in title IIT for the creation of a National Capital Transpor- 
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tation Corporation as an instrumentality solely of the Federal 
(yovernment. 

As proposed in the bills, the States, and their political subdivisions 
located in the National Capital region, would have no meaningful par- 
tic ipation in the location, design, construction, or oper: ition of the 
transportation system despite the fact that intraregion transportation 
is one of the most important factors affecting the pattern of growth, 
development and prosperity of the communities. It is the view of 
the commission that, reg: urdless of whether the transportation system 
is to be deve loped by a a Federal corpors ition or by ah ite rstate com- 
pact agency, meaningful participation must be granted all the attecte «| 
political jurisdictions. 

The comments of the commission are directed to this significant 
problem ot intergove ‘omental relations and relate primarily to the 
provisions of title ILL of the legislation. The objective is to create 
a mechanism of government which properly accommodates both the 
Federal and local interests in transportation in the National Capital 
revion. There is attached hereto specific amendments dlesigned to 
achieve this objective and these amendments, which have been num- 
bered for convenience of reference, are discussed briefly in the follow- 
ing paragraphs. 

Amendments Nos. 1 and 9 provide for greater participation and 
control by the Congress in the creation of the Corporation and of the 
interstate compact proprietary agency. 

Paragraph (c) of section 401 provides that the President shall ap- 
point a person to partic ipate in the comp: ict negotiations and to re pre- 
sent the United States generally. Amendment No. 9 provides that 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives and the President of the 
Senate shall each appoint a Member of their respective Chambers to 
participate in the compact negotiations. This amendment recognizes 
the unique responsibilities of the Congress with respect to the seat of 
government and is designed to keep the Congress informed to the 
greatest possible extent in view of the expenditures to be undertaken 
by the Federal Government. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, that with respect to these two amend- 
ments, we are considering further the position of the Bureau of the 
Budget and may have something more to say subsequently. 

Amendment No. 1 gives the Congress greater control and partici- 
pation in the phase of the project dealing with the creation of the 
Corporation. In section 301(a) of the bill, the President is author- 
ized to create the Corporation on or after July 1, 1963. Amendment 
No. 1 leaves the creation of the Corporation to Executive order but 
provides that Congress shall specify the date on or after which the 
President shall create the Corporation by subsequent legislation, thus 
providing a means for better coordinating legislative and executive 
policy with respect to the need for the creation of the Federal Cor- 
poration. 

Amendment No. 3 substitutes a four-man Board of Directors for 
the Administrator as the policymaking authority. All four members 
would be Presidential appointees, subject to confirmation by the Sen- 
ate, but three of the appointees would come from the National Capi- 
tal region, one each from Maryland, Vi irginia, and the District of 
Columbia. No residential qualification is imposed with respect to 
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the fourth member, who would serve as Chairman of the Board and 
as Administrator. Such fourth member would be a full-time officer 
and the chief executive of the Corporation. 

A Board composed of representatives of the local area more appro- 
priately reflects the Feder: al and local interests, could reasonab ly be 
expected to bring greater knowledge and understanding of the trans- 
portation requirements of the National Capital region, and facili- 
tate the succession by an interstate proprietary agency. L might say 
at this point that we, of course, contemplate, just as the Bureau of 
the Budget testified this morning, that there will be an interstate 
propr iet ary agency negoti: ited. 

Amendment No. 10 similarly provides for the management of the 
agency created under title I] ‘by a four-man Board of Directors. 

The Cuarrwan. If I might interrupt there, there may be consider- 
able merit in your suggested amendments. Why do you arrive at 
four? A vote might come out 2to2. Then what do you do? 

Mr. McLaventin. I say there, again, that we may submit further 
recommendations after talking further with the Bureau of the 
Budget. However, there has been considerable fear, I think, on the 
part of some people in the States—no; I mean in the District of 
Columbia—and we have had it voiced by the transportation com- 
panies that on a three-man Board, one from each jurisdiction, the two 
States might on matters which are favorable to them outvote the 
District of Columbia, which has a pretty important interest in this 
transportation system, and that there would not be sufficient repre- 
sentation for the Federal Government whose money is going into this. 

The Cratmman. I am not raising that question as much as I am 
raising the question: What do you do when you have a tie? What if 
you end up 2Zto 2 ¢ 

Mr. McLaveuirn. You see, you wouldn’t have that tie. It is an 
additional safeguard in that if the two States took that kind of posi- 
tion, there would be two members who at least could avoid the kind 
of action that might be detrimental to the Federal Government. 

However, as I say, we are considering this in conversation with the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

The CratrmMan. Very well. You may proceed. 

Mr. McLavuenurn. Yes, sir. 

Amendments Nos. 4 and 5 may be considered together. The effect 
of these amendments is to afford the local areas a means of participa- 
tion in the policies of the Corporation which directly affect them, 
similar to the ree provided by the bill in connection with the 
actions of the Agency. Section 204(b) (c) require the Avency to submit 
the transit development program, and any revision thereof, to local 
governing bodies, organizations, specified commissions and agencies, 
and the private transit companies for review and comment, and to the 
Governors of Maryland and Virginia for approval. 

Under title IIT, the revisions of the transit development program 
by the Corporation, however, are to be submitted only to the Gov- 
ernors of Maryland and Virgina, and to them only for review and 
comment. Amendment No. 4 requires that the rev isions by the Corpo- 
ration of the transit development program shall be submitted for 
review and comment or for approval as specified in section 204(b). 
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Amendment No. 5 requires that the transit development program 
specify the properties, rights-of-way and facilities encompass ed in 
the Corpor: ition’s program and authorizes the : orporation to con- 
struct or acquire such designated properties or facilities, except the 
properties and facilities of private transit companies for which special 
proc ‘edures are prov wy bs in amendment No. 6. 

Amendments Nos. 4 and 5 provide a means for the accommodation 
of the local and Feder: al interests in providing an adequate transporta- 
tion system for the National C upite il region. Revisions of the transit 
development program by the Corporation present the same Fo of 
problem to the local area as does the preparation initially by the 
agency of the transit development program or revisions by the agency 
of that program. 

Provisions of adequate intracommunity transportation service 
traditionally is a function of local government. The substantial Fed- 
eral interest in such transportation in the National Capital region 
arises solely from the location of the seat of government in this region. 
This factor, while it gives rise to a Federal interest in the problem, 
does not make transit any less the concern of the local areas. 

Amendment Nos. 4 and 5 properly give both the Federal Govern- 
ment and the local governments an effective voice in the solution of 
this problem in which they both have a common interest and objective. 
The need to provide for a balance between the interests of the indi- 
vidual local areas and the regional organization required to direct and 
manage the areawide solution is not limited to the Federal Corpora- 
tion, but will apply equally to the interstate compact proprietary 
authority. 

Amendments Nos. 2 and 6 deal with the acquisition by the Corpo- 
ration, in whole or in part, of private transit companies, and the 
operation by the Corporation of bus service. The first proviso of sec- 
tion 301(b) strikes the limitation in section 205(a) (2) imposed on 
the Agency against the acquisition of facilities of private transit 
companies and the oper ation by the Agency of bus service so as to 
free the hand of the Corporation on these matters. The amendments 
retain this objective but add safeguards for the protection of private 
transit companies against destructive competition by the public au- 
thority and provide a fair and equitable procedure for the acquisi- 
tion by the C orporation of the facilities of private transit companies. 

Under the bill, the Corporation is authorized to construct and ac- 
quire rail and express bus facilities and to operate such facilities di- 
rectly or by agreements with others, without regard to the impact 
on the existing private transit companies. If public and private 
transit are to operate successfully side by side, care must be exercised 
equitably to divide the service to be performed by each private 
transit company, on the one hand, and the public authority, on the 
other hand. The effectuation of this arrangement well may involve 
substantial changes in the present pattern of service by each of the 
private transit companies. 

The provision of amendment No. 6 requiring the Corporation to 
prepare a plan of service to implement the transit development pro- 
gram, specifying the service to be rendered by the publicly owned 
facilities and by each of the private transit companies, is a suitable 
means for working out the necessary adjustments. The Corpora- 
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tion, however, shall not have the power to compel private transit 
companies to conform their operations to the plan of service, nor 
interfere with the exercise of jurisdiction by the regulatory agency 
or agence ies. 

Amendment No. 6 provides procedures whereby any private transit 
company dissatisfied with the plan of service may initiate negotia- 
tions for the sale of its properties to the Corporation. In the event 
such negotiations are unsuccessful, the Corporation is authorized to 
institute proceedings to acquire the properties by condemnation, 
Amendment No. 6 also authorizes the Corporation, on its own iitia- 
tive, to inst itute negotiations for the acquisition of any priy ate transit 
company. 

In order to enable the Corporation to acquire all of the properties 
and facilities of private transit companies, for the protection both of 
such companies and the Corporation, amendment No. 6 expressly 
makes,all properties and facilities of private transit companies subject 
to acquisition by condemnation. In order to avoid extensive delays 
in supplying the public with the planned service, the condemnation 
provision authorizes a taking in advance by the Corporation upon 
compliance with the specified statutory procedure. 

Amendment No, 7 strikes section 307, which is a general grant of 
power in addition to the spec ific powers conferred upon the Cor- 
poration. ‘The powers specifically conferred upon the Corporation 
in the bill are sufliciently detailed and sufficiently broad to permit the 
Corporation to take all action necessary to carry out its legislative 
purpose and objective. The general grant of broad powers in section 
307, therefore, not only is unnecessary, but invites the possibility 
of an unnecessary or controversial broadening of the scope of the 
Corporation’s activities. 

If the Corporation desires or finds it nec essary to engage in ac- 
tivities not specifically provided for in the act, it would seem pref- 
erable to require the Corporation to seek appropriate authority from 
C ongress to do so. 

Ame ndme nts Nos. 8 and 11 provide a complete exemption for the 
Corporation against taxation by any State or political subdivision 
and by the District of Columbia, but — such exemption to con- 
tractors for, or Soha eS pak the Corporation, or to any person, company 
or association which engages in any eine activity pursuant to any 
franchise, permission, grant or agreement of the Corporation. 

Amendment No. 11 makes the identical procedure with respect to 
the Agency. 

Amendment No. 12 is a minor clarification in the section on declar- 
ation of policy and purpose. That section indicates that the inter- 
state proprietary agency to be created by interstate compact would 
succeed both to the Federal organization and the W ashington Metro- 
politan Area Transit Regulation Compact Agency. It is by no 
means certain that the interstate proprietary agency should succeed 
to the powers of the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Regula- 
tion Compact Agency. The latter is concerned only with the regula- 
tion of privately owned and operated transit companies, whereas the 
Federal organization would be proprietary in nature and would have 
no regulatory functions. As long as private transit continues to 
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operate there would be need for regulation. It is by no means clear 
that the regulatory function should be turned over to the interstate 
propriet: iy agency. The amendment would not preclude this pos- 
sibility, but would leave the matter open for later discussion. 


That is my statement, Mr. Chairman, along with the proposed 
amendments. May the amendments be inserted in the record 4 

The Cuarrmman. The amendments may be inserted in the record at 
this point in your remarks. 

(The amendments referred to are as follows :) 


AMENDMENTS 
AMENDMENT NO. 1 


In section 801(c), page 16, on line 24, strike the words “On or after July 1, 
1963", and in substitution therefor add the words “At such time as the Congress 
shall hereafter specify, but not prior to July 1, 1965,” 


AMENDMENT NO. 2 


In section 301(b), page 17, on line 17, strike colon after the word “title” and 
substitute a period, and beginning with word “Provided” strike the remainder of 
section 301(b). 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 


Strike section 302(a) and substitute the following: 

“The management of the Corporation shall be vested in a Board of Directors 
of four members who shall be appointed by the President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. Three of the members shall be bona fide residents of 
the National Capital region and one shall be from the District of Columbia 
and one each from Maryland and Virginia. The fourth member shall be desig- 
nated by the President to be the Chairman of the Board of Directors and Admin- 
istrator of the Corporation and shall receive Ccompensattion at the rate of $20,000 
perannum. Each of the other members of the Board of Directors, when actually 
engaged in the performance of his duties, shall receive for his service compensa- 
tion at a rate not in excess of the per diem equivalent of the maximum rate for 
grade 18 of the General Schedule of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
together with travel expenses as authorized by section 5 of the Act of August 
2, 1946, as amended (5 U.S.C. 73b-2), for persons employed intermittently as 
consultants or experts and receiving compensation on a per diem when actually 
employed basis. The Chairman of the Board-Administrator shall be the chief 
executive of the Corporation, but, in the performance of his duties, shall be gov- 
erned by the policies determined by the Board of Directors. Action by the 
Board of Directors shall be by majority vote and three members shall constitute 
a quorum.” 


AMENDMENT NO. 4 


Make a new paragraph (5) in section 304 (p. 21), as follows, and renumber 
paragraphs beginning with old paragraph (5): 

“(5) The Corporation may from time to time revise the transit development 
program prepared by the Agency under section 201(a). Such revisions shall be 
submitted for review and comment or for approval to the governing bodies, 
organizations. commissions and agencies, private enterprises and Governors, as 
specified in section 204(b). and any acquisition, construction or operation of prop- 
erty, rights-of-way or facilities in the States of Maryland and Virginia pursuant 
to any such revision of the transit development program shall in all respects be 
subject to the provisions of paragraphs (b) and (c) of section 204.” 


AMENDMENT NO. 5 


In section 304, strike paragraph renumbered as (6) (old 5 
paragraph, as follows: 

(6) Subject to the provisions of paragraph (5) of this section, may construct 

or acquire by purchase, condemnation, lease, or otherwise, the properties, rights- 


), and add a new 
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of-way and facilities specified in the transit development program and in revisions 
thereof, except the properties and facilities specified in paragraph (8) of this 
section, and may hold, maintain, use and operate such property and may sell, 
lease, or otherwise dispose of the same at such time, in such manner, and to the 
extent deemed necessary or appropriate to carry out authorized corporate 
functions ;”’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 6 


Add new paragraph (8) in section 304 and renumber remaining paragraphs: 

*“(S) In order (1) to avoid competition in the services rendered by private 
transit companies and the Corporation, (2) to protect the economic interests 
of both the private transit companies and the Corporation, and (3) thereby to 
assure the public adequate transportation service, shall prepare a plan of service 
to implement the development program specifying the service to be rendered 
by the publicly owned facilities and by each of the private transit companies. 
The Corporation shall consult with private transit companies and the regulatory 
agency or agencies having jurisdiction over such companies in preparing the 
plan of service. The Corporation, however, shall have no authority to compel 
compliance by the private transit companies with the plan of service or to 
interfere with the exercises of jurisdiction by the regulatory agency or agencies, 

“No private transit company shall be required to continue operations within 
the National Capital region under the plan of service and upon notification by 
any private transit company to the Corporation, negotiations shall be under- 
taken between the Corporation and such company for the purchase by the 
Corporation of the properties and facilities or outstanding securities of such 
company used in rendering service. In the event such company and the Corpo- 
ration are unable to agree upon terms and conditions for the acquisition, then 
the Corporation may institute and maintain proceedings, as specified in section 
205(d), to acquire by condemnation any real or personal property, rolling stock, 
shops, garages, and terminals and any other property or facilities used or useful 
in the operation of transit service. In any condemnation proceeding instituted 
pursuant to this section with respect to property located outside of the District 
of Columbia, the court shall not order the party in possession to surrender 
possession in advance of final judgment, except in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the act of February 26, 1931 (46 Stat. 1421 et seq., 40 U.S.C. 258a-e). 

“If the Corporation shall determine that continued existence of any private 
transit company would impede the development of an adequate transportation 
system or adversely affect its operations or its economic soundness, the Corpo- 
ration may proceed, in the same manner set forth in the preceding paragraph, 
to acquire the properties and facilities of any such company. The determination 
of the Corporation to purchase the properties and facilities of any private 
transit company shall not be subject to judicial review.” 


AMENDMENT NO. 7 
Strike section 307. 
AMENDMENT NO. 8 


In section 308, insert (1), on line 20, before the word “The”, strike sentence 
beginning on line 7, page 31, and substitute following: 

“(2) The Corporation, its property, income, and transactions are expressly 
exempted from taxation in any manner or form or from the imposition of any 
licenses or fees of any kind whatsoever by any State or political subdivision 
thereof and by the District of Columbia but such exemption shall not extend 
to contractors for, or lessees of the Corporation or to any person, Company, or 
association which engages in any business activity pursuant to any franchise, 
permission, grant or agreement of the Corporation.” 





AMENDMENT NO. 9 


In section 401, strike paragraph (c) and add a new (c), as follows: 

“(c) The President, the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and the 
President of the Senate shall each appoint a person to participate in the compact 
negotiations and to represent the United States generally. The appointment by 
the Speaker of the House and the President of the Senate shall be a member 
of the House of Representatives and Senate, respectively. Each of said ap- 
pointees shall report to the official making the appontment or to such agency or 
official as may be designated.” 
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AMENDMENT NO. 10 


In section 201(a), strike the sentence beginning on line 24 and add the fol 
lowing in lieu thereof : 

“The management of the Agency shall be vested in a Board of Directors of 
four members who shall be appointed by the President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. Three of the members shall be bona fide residents 
of the National Capital region and one shall be from the District of Columbia 
and one each from Maryland and Virginia. The fourth member shall be desig- 
nated by the President to be the Chairman of the Board of Directors and Ad- 
ministrator of the Agency and shall receive compensation at the rate of $20,000 
per annum. Each of the other members of the Board of Directors, when ac- 
tually engaged in the performance of his duties, shall receive for his services 
compensation at a rate not in excess of the per diem equivalent of the Inaximum 
rate for grade 18 of the general schedule of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, together with travel expenses as authorized by section 5 of the act 
of August 2, 1946, as amended (5 U.S.C. 73b—2), for persons employed inter- 
mittently as consultants or experts and receiving compensation on a per diem 
when actually employed basis. The Chairman of the Board-Administrator 
shall be the chief executive of the Agency, but, in the performance of his duties, 
shall be governed by the policies determined by the Board of Directors. Action 
by the Board of Directors shall be by majority vote and three members shall 
constitute a quorum.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 

In section 205(a), add new paragraph (13), as follows: 

“(13) The Agency, its property, income and transactions are expressly ex- 
empted from taxation in any manner or form or from the imposition of any 
licenses or fees of any kind whatsoever by any State or political subdivision 
thereof and by the District of Columbia but such exemption shall not extend 
to contractors for, or lessees of, the Agency, or to any person, COmpany or asso- 
ciation which engages in any business activity pursuant to any franchise, grant, 
or agreement of the Agency.” 


AMENDMENT NO. 12 


In section 102, page 3, line 14, strike the word “both” and put a period after 
the word “agency.” Strike the remainder of line 14 and all of line 15. 

Mr. McLavenun. Mr. Chairman, the Board of Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia submits today its report on the two bills 
dated May 4, 1960, and I know that you want to be as brief as possible. 

So may I read a portion of this and refer to the rest of it very 
briefly ? 

The Ciairman. Does the Board of Commissioners agree with what 
you have said as a member of this Tri-State Commission ? 

Mr. McLaveuuin. Yes, sir; that is true, and that is the part that 
I won't read. 

The Crarman. Show where there is any variance, then. You 
approve the bill, I assume ? 

Mr. McLavcuir. We have a general statement which, of course, 
is covered by the testimony that has already been made by other 
witnesses. 

The survey report recommends three organizational steps, and 
that has been discussed here by previous witnesses. In the opinion of 
the Commissioners, this bill is an excellent legislative approach to 
the solution of the serious and growing transportation problems of 
the National Capital region. It provides the framework for improv- 
ing transit facilities and operations. It also provides for taking the 
all-important first step to acquiring rights-of-way for rapid transit 
development. Further, it provides the organization for planning a 
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mass transit system that coordinates the various types of transit as 
well as the activities in this field of the various political areas. 

The Commissioners are in accord with the stated purposes of the 
bill and urge that it be given early and favorable consideration by the 
Congress. 

Its enactment will make it possible for the residents of the National 
Capital region to have the benefits of a unified and integrated system 
of transportation. Two,members of the Board of Commissioners are 
also members of the Joint Commission to Study Passenger-Cavrier 
Facilities and Services for the Metropolitan Area. 

That agency is reporting to this committee that it, too, supports 
this legislation, but with certain amendments. I shall omit discussion 
of these, having done so at length. 

The Cuatrman. Did the joint commission also recommend that the 
date be extended to July 1, 1965? 

Mr. McLauGuurn. Yes. 

The Cratrman. I see you do this as the Board of Commissioners, 
You also did it as the joint commission. 

Mr. McLaveuir. Yes, sir. 

However, may I read the concluding paragraph here ? 

The CrHarrman. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. McLavenuin. On one point—we do have a couple of additional 
proposals, Mr. Chairman. The Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia recommend the following amendments in addition to those: 

Page 9, strike line 11 and insert in lieu thereof: 

(1) To the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia and to the 
governing bodies. 

This amendment makes it clear that for the purpose of submitting 
the transit development program for comment and review to the full 
governing body of the District of Columbia is meant the District 
Commissioners. 

The Cuarrman. That appears to be a technical amendment. 

Mr. McLaventin. Then the second one: 

Page 15, following line 18, insert the following : 

“(13) may by agreement with the Board of Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia designate such Board as the instrumentality through and by which 
facilities of the agency in the District of Columbia are to be designed and 
constructed.” 

This amendment permits the Agency and later the Corporation to 
arrange to have the District Commissioners do the designing and 
constructing of the Agency’s or Corporation’s transit facilities, if it 
should so desire. 

The third one is: 

Insert “transit” immediately before “facilities” at the following places: 
page 8— 


various places as set forth in the letter, as clarifying language. 
One point to which the Commissioners suggest that Congress give 
consideration and on which the bill is silent is the question of how 
the cost of relocating publicly owned or utility-owned facilities is to 
be treated when the relocation is required by activities of the Agency 
or the Corporation. Now, we don’t make a recommendation on that, 
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but we realize that that is a problem that deserves very serious 
consideration. 

As indicated above, the Board of Commissioners believes the bill 
as introduced is an excellent bill. However, in the interest of ap- 
proaching the Congress with a united front, we have been in constant 
consultation, I might say, for the past 6 years, and throughout the 
study, with representatives of Virginia and Maryland, and are im 
aereement that either form of the bill is satisfactory to this Board. 
“The Cuamman. This is the unanimous report of the Board; is this 
correct? You are unanimous on this? 

Mr. McLaucuutn. Yes. 

The Cuairman. I know of the work that each of you men, as well 
as the (‘commissioner Karrick, have devoted to this over the years. 
[ have no questions at this time. I am sure that questions will sug- 
gest themselves as we move along in the consideration of the markup 
of the bill. I defer my questions at this time until a later date. 

Congressman McMillan ? 

Vice Chairman McMintian. Mr. McLaughlin, when the House sends 
these individual bills up, you will come down and make your sugges- 
tions again at that time / 

Mr. McLavueuuirn. Yes, sir: we are available at all times. 

The Cramman. Congressman Smith ? 

Congressman Broyhill ? 

General Welling, we are delighted to welcome you for any comments 
or observations you have in enlargement of the statement made by the 
President of the Board. 

General Wetting. Thank you, sir. I have nothing. 

The CuarrmMan. Any questions of the general? Maybe the general 
would like to be quest ioned 4 

Mr. McLaventi. Mr. Chairman, have we permission to make 
arangements to discuss possible further amendments as related to this 
program this morning which may result from our further conversa- 
tions with the Bureau of the Budget ? 

The Crramman. Oh, certainly. You may feel free to suggest those 
amendments and they will be considered by the committee. 

(The documents referred to are as follows:) 

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE, 
Washington, D.C.. Vay 4, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLe, 
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
U.S. Senate, Washinaton, D.C, 

Dear Senator Birnie: The Commissioners have for report S. 3193, 86th Con- 
gress, the “National Capital Transportation Act of 1960.” 

The transportation plan for the National Capital region was embodied in the 
report of the National Capital Planning Commission and the National Capital 
Regional Planning Council on the mass transportation survey of the Washington 
region, transmitted to the Congress by the President on July 10, 1959. 

The survey report recommends that steps should be taken at once to create 
an adequate transportation system for the National Capital region ineluding 
(1) a network of freeways; (2) a new kind of fast, comfortable public transit 
service in two forms—modern express buses traveling on freeways and modern 
rail transit service; (3) improved arterial streets and highways to carry auto- 
motive traffic not served by the freeways; and (4) expanded and improved local 
transit service. The recommended transportation system is intended to meet 
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the needs of the region when its population reaches 3 million, projected for 
1980. 

The survey report recommends three organizational steps—(1) the establish- 
ment of an interstate compact agency to regulate transit; (2) a temporary 
Pederal agency to aequire rights-of-way and to construct and operate express 
transit facilities; and (3) creation by compact of an interstate proprietary 
agency with power to construct, own, and operate transit facilities or to provide 
for operation therecf by private firms. 

At a hearing held November 9, 1959, by the Joint Congressional Committee 
on Washington Metropolitan Problems, Mr. Elmer B. Staats, Deputy Director, 
Bureau of the Budget, stated that specific legislative proposals would be sub- 
mitted to the Congress during the current session. The bill before you was 
drafted by the Bureau pursuant to that statement. 

In the opinion of the Commissioners, this bill is an excellent legislative ap- 
proach to the solution of the serious and growing transportation problems of the 
National Capital region. It provides the framework for improving transit 
facilities and operations. It also provides for taking the all-important first 
step in acquiring rights-of-way for rapid transit development. Further, it pro- 
vides the organization for planning a mass transit system that coordinates the 
various types of transit as well as the activities in this field of the various 
political areas. 

The Commissioners are in accord with the stated purposes of the bill and 
urge that it be given early and favorable consideration by the Congress. Its 
enactment will make it possible for the residents of the National Capital region 
to have the benefits of a unified and integrated system of transportation. 

Two members of the Board of Commissioners are also members of the Joint 
Commission to Study Passenger Carrier Facilities and Service in the Washington 
Metropolitan Area. The agency is reporting to this committee that it, too, 
supports this legislation but with certain amendments which provide that: 

(1) In lieu of fixing July 1, 1963, as the earliest date on which the President 
may create the National Capital Transportation Corporation to take over opera- 
tions from the temporary Federal agency, the date would be fixed by legisla- 
tion hereafter enacted by Congress, but not earlier than July 1, 1965. 

(2) The Corporation shall be managed by a Board of four Directors ap- 
pointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate, including one Director 
from Maryland, one from Virginia, and one from the District of Columbia, and 
a fourth Director designated by the President to be Chairman and Adminis- 
trator of the Corporation. 

(3) A similar four-member Board of Directors would likewise be appointed 
to manage the National Capital Transportation Agency (hereafter referred to 
as the Agency). the successor of which might be the Corporation previously 
referred to. 

(4) The Corporation, like the Agency, would be required to submit to the 
Governors the transit development program for approval of the location and 
extent of transit facilities in Maryland and Virginia and a timetable for pro- 
viding such facilities. Without such approval, neither the Ageney nor the 
Corporation could acquire, construct, or operate facilities in Maryland or 
Virginia. 

(5) The Corporation, as could the Agency, may revise the transit development 
program, but would be required to submit the revisions for review and comment 
to the same organizations and to the Governors for approval as is required of 
the Agency. 

(6) The Corporation is required to prepare a plan of service to implement the 
development program, specifying the service to be rendered by the publicly 
owned facilities and by each of the private transit companies. If a private 
transit company elects not to render service under the plan, the company and the 
Corporation are required to undertake negotiations for the purchase by the 
Corporation of the properties and facilities or outstanding securities of the 
company. If terms cannot be agreed to, then the Corporation is required to insti- 
tute condemnation proceedings for acquiring properties of the company. The 
same procedure may be used by the Corporation in respect to any private transit 
company the continued existence of which the Corporation determines would 
impede the development of an adequate transportation system or adversely 
affect its operations or its economic soundness. 

7) There would be stricken from the bill authority for the Corporation to 
“protect, operate, improve, and maintain its transit facilities and other prop- 
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erties, and appurtenances thereto, as business enterprises and public service 
facilities.” 

(8) In lieu of authorizing the appointment by the President of one person to 
represent the United States in negotiating for an interstate proprietary compact, 
authority would be provided for the President, the Speaker and the President 
of the Senate each to appoint a person to participate in the negotiations and 
to represent the United States. The appointees of the Speaker and the Presi- 
dent of the Senate would be Members of the House of Representatives and of 
the Senate, respectively. 

(9) The Agency, its property, income, and transactions would be exempt from 
all taxes, licenses, and fees, but such exemption would not extend to con- 
tractors for, or lessees of, the Agency. (Note: The same provision would apply 
to the Corporation. ) 

The Commissioners of the District of Columbia recommend the 
amendments : 

(a) Page 9, strike line 11 and insert in lieu thereof (1) to the Board of 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia and to the governing bodies of”. 
This amendment makes it clear that for the purpose of submitting the transit 
development program for comment and review to the “governing body of the 
District of Columbia” is meant the District Commissioners. 

(b) Page 15, following line 18, insert the following: 

“(13) may, by agreement with the Board of Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia, designate such Board as the instrumentality through and by which 
facilities of the Agency in the District of Columbia are to be designed and 
constructed.” 

This amendment permits the Agency (and later the Corporation) to arrange 
to have the District Commissioners do the designing and constructing of the 
Agency's (or the Corporation’s) transit facilities. 

(c) Insert “transit” immediately before “facilities” at the following places: 
Page 8, line 24; page 11, line 8, and page 11, line 13. This amendment is to 
clarify language. 

On one point to which the Commissioners suggest that Congress give consid- 
eration and on which the bill is silent is the question of how the cost of relocating 
publicly owned or utility owned facilities is to be treated when the relocation 
is required by activities of the Agency or the Corporation. 

As indicated above, the Board of Commissioners believes the bill as introduced 
is an excellent bill. However, in the interest of approaching the Congress with 
a united front, we have been in constant consultation throughout the study with 
representatives of Virginia and Maryland and are in agreement that either form 
of the bill is satisfactory to this Board. 

Sincerely yours, 


following 


Rosert FE. McLAvuGHuin, 
President, Board of Commissioners, 
District of Columbia. 


GOVERN MENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE, 
Washington, D.C., May 3, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR Bre_e: I appreciate your letter of April 29 inviting me to appear 
as a witness on S. 3193, particularly concerning the investigation which Colonel 
Webb has made of the potentialities of existing rail lines in the Washington 
area. 

I shall be available for questioning during the hearing scheduled for the 
morning of Thursday, May 5, along any lines which the committee may wish 
to pursue, 

Colonel Webb will be prepared to make a report on the results of his studies 
of the potentialities of the existing rail lines. 

However, I would like to sugzest that the potentialities of the existing rail 
lines may he a time-consuming diversion from the real purpose of S. 3193. It 
would establish an agency or a corporation empowered, among other things, 
to work with existing rail lines for the improvement of and use in the transpor- 
tation system of the National Capital region. Long ago, I withdrew Colonel 
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Webb from a continuation of the study because no regional organization today 
exists for working with the rail lines on a regional basis. 

What I am trying to suggest is that if the hearings on S. 3198 embrace a pres- 
entation of the potentialities of existing rail lines and existing bus lines and the 
need of additional bus lines and additional rail lines, there may be a shortfall 
in hearing time to discuss the form and substance of the Agency and Corporation 
proposed in 8. 3193. 

Assuring you of my constant willingness to cooperate to the fullest with you, 
your committee and your associates, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
A. C. WELLING, 
Brigadier General, U.S. Army, Engineer Commissioner. 


PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, 
District oF COLUMBIA, 
Washington, D.C. April 22, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, District of Columbia Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear SENATOR Bis_E: The Public Utilities Commission has for considera- 
tion and report S. 3193, a bill to aid in the development of a unified and inte 
grated system of transportation for the National Capital region; to create ¢ 
temporary National Capital Transportation Agency; to authorize creation of 
a National Capital Transportation Corporation; to authorize negotiation to 
create an interstate transportation agency ; and for other purposes. 

The Commission is in accord with the stated purposes and with the general 
plan of the proposed legislation and urges that it receive early and favorable 
consideration by the Congress in order that the residents of the National 
Capital region may enjoy the benefits of a unified and integrated system of 
transportation in the reasonably near future. 

The Commission favors the enactment of the bill for three basic reasons: 
First. it provides for the preparation of a comprehensive up-to-date transit 
development program contemplating a balanced and efficient use of all trans- 
portation facilities which exist or which it is feasible to construct: second, 
it implements and makes possible coordinated transportation planning through 
flexible organizational structures designed to cope with the future uncertain- 
ties in the pattern of regional development and with the successive stages of 
transportation development; and, finally, it assists in providing required 
financing. 

The Commission, although endorsing the proposed legislation, desires to call 
to your attention various aspects of the bill involving matters of legislative 
policy which, in the opinion of the Commission, should, among other things, re- 
ceive consideration by the Congress. We refer to— 

1. The absence of any provision in the bill to cover cost of relocating existing 
public or utility-owned facilities ; 

2. The problem of coordinating privately owned transit with publicly owned 
transit ; 

3. The competitive impact of federally owned and/or operated transit facili- 
ties on privately owned transit facilities ; 

4. The legal impact on the franchise and operating rights of existing private 
transit companies. 

With respect to technical aspects of the bill, as drafted, the Commission has 
the following comments to make: 

1. Section 103.—This section should include a definition of the phrase “public 
transportation” and of the phrase “facilities for the transportation of persons.” 

2. Sections 202-802.—The Advisory Boards of both the National Capital 
Transportation Agency and the National Capital Transportation Corporation 
are given no authority, sole authority being vested in the respective Administra- 
tors. The Commission suggests that consideration be given to vesting the ex- 
ecutive authority of both the Agency and the Corporation in a three- or five- 
man board instead of in a single individual. 

3. Section 204(b) (5)—The Commission suggests the advisability of amend- 
ing this section to place the Board of Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia on equal footing with the Governors of Maryland and Virginia. 

4. Section 204(c).—Same as 3 above. 
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5. Section 205(a) (1).—The Commission suggests the desirability of amend- 
ing this section to limit the authorized acquisition and construction to “public” 
transportation of persons. 

6. Section 205(a)(2).—This section refers to “operating rights” of the 
Agency. The Commission suggests that consideration be given as to whether 
the Agency should be given the right to acquire operating rights. 

7. Section 205(a)(7).—Lines 3 and 4, page 14—Omit specific reference to 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Commission until it is formally estab- 
lished. 

8. Section 205(e).—Same as 8 above. 

9. Section 3801(b).—Same as 3 above. 

10. Section 504(10).—The Commission recommends that careful considera- 
tion be given to the effect of permitting the Corporation to set its own “fares, 
tariffs, and other rates and charges to the public.” 

11. Section 304(10).—Lines 22 and 23—same as 7 above. 

12. Section 304(15)—The Commission questions the practicality of provid- 
ing for public hearings in view of the fact that the Corporation (Administrator) 
is given sole and exclusive control over ail matters relating to fares, tariffs, 
and other rates and charges for services rendered by its facilities. If public 
hearings are mandatory before the Corporation can establish, extend, curtail, 
or abandon any transportation service, or before prescribing or changing any 
fares, the entire time of the Corporation’s staff could be devoted to public 
hearings, to the exclusion of other matters. Substitution of the phrase, “may 
in its discretion,” for the word “shall” on line 10, page 25, of the bill would 
offer a more practical working basis than the language now employed. More- 
over, the public would have no right to appeal to the courts for relief in the 
event the acts of the Corporation were arbitrary or unreasonable. In the event 
it be deemed desirable to give the Corporation the right to set its own fares, the 
Commission recommends that consideration be given to adding a section provid- 
ing for appropriate review of the acts of the Corporation. 

The Conimission trusts that the foregoing is responsive to your request for a 
report on the merits of 8S. 3193, and the propriety of its passage. If we can be 
of further assistance to you in this matter, please feel free to call upon us. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE C, HAYES, Chairman. 


District OF COLUMBIA REDEVELOPMENT LAND AGENCY, 


Washington, D.C., April 19, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 


U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BreteE: Thank you for your letter of April 8 referring to the 
Redevelopment Land Agency, through our former chairman, John A. Remon, 
the bill, S. 3193, relating to transportation in the National Capital area. 

I regret that Mr. Remon, due to ill health, was unable to accept another 
term as a member of the Redevelopment Land Agency and his successor has 
not yet been appointed. Our agency has, however, reviewed S. 3193 and we 
find ourselves in accord with its provisions. 

I can assure you that the Redevolpment Land Agency feels that an adequate 
transportation system, including an underground rapid transit system for the 
National Capital region is an absolutely necessary requirement to the redevelop- 
ment of our decaying central city areas. It is our understanding that S. 31938 
is the result of very considerable study, and represents the recommendations 
of the National Capital Planning Commission and the Bureau of the Budget. 
It is, in our opinion, the most considered approach as to the best next steps 
to take in order to reach the goal of an adequate transportation system. The 
bill, therefore, has the support of the District of Columbia Redevelopment Land 
Agency. 

Sincerely yours, 
Joun R. SEARLES, Jr.. Executive Director. 

The Cramman. This will conclude our morning session. We will 
be in recess until 2 o'clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the hearing recessed, to reconvene at 
2 p.m., the same day.) 
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ton Metropolitan P: ee on the proposed bills and certain alterna- 
tive suggestions that will be considered. After careful considera- 
tion of the propos: a and re ports the Publie U tilities C ommittee and 
the special committee of the Feder ition propose the following action: 

1. Because it is essential that an immediate start be made toward 
the solution of the present and future passenger and other transporta- 
tion problems of the Greater W ashineton Metropolit: in Area, and 
because the basic structure proposed in the com panion bilis—S. 51938 
and H.R. 11135—permits a prompt approac -h to the deve lopment we 
an adequate rapid transit and highway system, the Federation of © 
zens Associations of the District of ( clambin urges that Congress 
consider and promptly pass the said measures, subject to reasonably 
consistent amendment, im time for initial appropriation and organi- 
zation in the current year. 

2. Since the ultimate financing, construction, and operation of the 
required fac ilities will demand the extensive use of credit, the pro- 
curement of which is bevond the capacity of each or all of the politi- 
eal subdivisions involved, any amendment of the proposed authority 
should expedite the creation and implementation of a National Capi- 
tal Transportation Corporation with strong planning, condemnation, 
ae procurement authority. sai 

The consensus of the opposition to the present bill is that the 

States, counties, and mune ipalities involved fear autocratic action by 
a Federal corporation or authority with regard to other obligations 
of the comm: unities or the rights of individuals. This difficulty can 
be overcome in large measure by the extension of power to the pro- 
posed author ity in stages, so that a substantially complete plan for 


financing, construction, and oper: ition may be coordinated with the 


States and other agencies a ected: and that this extension be sub- 


ject to approval by Congress and by the President prior to the grant- 
mg of authority for condemnation and construction. During this 
stage, the proposed extensive system of advisory and consulting serv- 
ice could be utilized in full. Upon the approval of such plans by the 
President, and upon the approval—approval or disapproval by the 
Congress, within say 6 months or some other required period—the 
additional powers permitting obligation of credit, construction, and 
procurement of equipment ¢ ould become operative. 

I might explain the Federation had in mind, in that instance, at 
the time of the consideration of this report, a couple of weeks ago 
and during earlier sessions, indications of great disagreement in the 
surrounding area, and even some member associations felt there was 
intrusion on the rights of individuals and of the communities. The 
mechanics of the bill as proposed by the Bureau of the Budget then, 
as now, provides two stages or two separate kinds of author ity-- 
whereas the consensus of the view of the committee was that you 
should move back the permanent authority nearer to the origin if you 
are going to make any changes and not have such an amorphous 
group as is involved in the first agency. 

The preferred way to correct the objection would be to recognize 
the Federal Corporation right from the beginning, to time the steps 
when authority would go to the Corporation, and time the steps so 
that they could not actually condemn until after their plans had been 
approved—this as distinct from the several systems and proposed 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 


The Ciairman. The hearing will come to order, 

We ran considerably over the noon hour and we had an additional 
witness scheduled for this morning who was kind enough to come on 
hack this afternoon, and 1 think in fairness to him we should hear 
him as the first witness, Mr. William A. Roberts, District of Columbia 
Federation of Citizens Associations 

Mr. Roberts, we appreciate your coming back this afternoon. 

Mr. Roperts. It is a privilege, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. ROBERTS, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
FEDERATION OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS 


Mr. Roserts. My biography and various connections with the agen- 
cies of the District of Columbia and the civie organizations is con- 
tained in the committee’s earlier hearings and at page 363 there isa 
statement of my prior testimony that was taken pending the bill. 

The Cramman. Very well, and I trust you will just make the points 
to date on the bill that is before us. 

Mr. Roserrs. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrmMan. Thank you. 

Mr. Roperrs. I am appearing here today for the Federation of 
Citizens Associations, both its special committee on Met ropolitan Area 
Transit and the regular Public Utilities Committee and the unanimous 
action of the Federation itself, with regard to S. 3193 and its com- 
panion bill. For more than 30 years the Federation has had before 
it, proposals relative to the re lic of the residents of the District of 
Columbia and adjacent Virginia and Maryland counties from their 
problems created by inadequate tr ansportation fac ae Several 
million dollars have been expended during that period by govern- 
mental and private agencies in engineering and economic pA of 
the transit, rail, and highway service in this limited area. U niformly 
throughout that period these studies have indicated that in addition 
to express highways, rail facilities, on a separated grade, were essen- 
tial to a minimum of efficient and economical service. 

The current elaborate and expensive studies have culminated in 
proposals which are expressed in the identical Senate and TLouse 
bills—S. 3193 and H.R. 11135. Congress created a Joint Committee 
on Washington Metropolitan P roblems for the purpose of expediting 
consideration of the basic proposals embraced therein. 

The committee has heard expert public and local witnesses, includ- 
ing representatives of the Federation and of the Interfederation, and 
a printed record of some 1,070 pages has been issued. The revised 
plans are essentially the product of the Budget Bureau. 

The bills now under consideration have been reviewed by many 
official agencies having responsibility in the District of Columbia 
and the adjacent States, and in addition have been considered exten- 
sively by the Interfederation Council of the Greater Washington 
Metropolitan Area and other civic bodies. 

At the present moment the greatest concern is the hearing now 
scheduled for May 5 and 6 before the Joint Committee on W ashing: 
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If this applied only for D.C. Transit, for example, as a transit 
facility, it would be inadequate because there are several other forms 
of tri ansport ition, like Greyhound, because there would be some com- 
petition in some degree with the proposed facilities; therefore, there 
should be some clear definition of what you are going to exempt from 
your acquisition and condemnation. 

" There is a sentence on page 4 which reads as follows: 

The Corporation, however, shall have no authority to compel compliance 
by the private transit companies with the plan of service or to interfere with 
the exercise of jurisdiction by the regulatory agency or agencies. 

It is not in itself a comprehensive disposition of the problem. 

The authority or the Corporation are directed to prepare a plan 
of service which would coordinate the existing facilities. And then, 
having prepared it, it has no teeth, nobody has to do anything 
about it, but you turn then to the existing regul: atory authority and 
it is well known in the District of Columbia and in the ad): icent 
States we have confusion of authority. We have both local juris- 
diction of the Interstate Commerce Commission as well as the juris- 
diction of the Public Service Commissions of the two States and our 
local Public Utilities Commission. We have some areas in which 
there is an absence of authority as, for example, with adequate con- 
trol of street movements, street-by-street movements, or integration 
or joint operation of transit facilities, there is no existing authority 
to compel such functioning. 

Now the authority whic she you seek to create should, in my judgment, 
have some teeth in its plan. Whether you provide that by io iding 
language under which the adjacent regulatory authorities would be 
compelled in certain instances to subordinate themselves to the plan 
or whether you do that by giving the authority or the Corporation 
the basic power to act, then leaving to the private utilities the right 
to sell or be condemned as the act may provide, is a matter that is 
very complicated and involved in other legislation that is proposed. 
But there is certainly no adequate means here to assure that the joint 
facilities of your rapid transit. system will be coordinated with exist- 
ing private transportation, and that the private transportation will 
take advantage of the opportunities afforded so as to make the transit 
system effective and possible. 

One other item. In the latter part of that language, which comes 
partially from the existing act, there is a provision that the private 
transit companies do not ‘have to continue to operate. They can’t 
be compelled to operate. Well, that is nice. That means they can 
go out of business if they were unsuccessful either in competition with 
themselves or someone else. But then it leaves the option to them 
in the event they deem they are being affected to insist upon negotia- 
tions to determine whether they will be bought. 

Now, if you have got a power of condemnation that is optional 
with the authority, you certainly should have an option to purchase or 
to acquire otherwise than by condemnation these transit facilities. 

In that connection, I have one suggestion. It comes over on page 


5 of Commissioner McLaughlin’s report, the last sentence in that 
amendment No. 6 where he says: 


The determination of the Corporation to purchase the properties and facilities 
of any private transit company shall not be subject to judicial review. 
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amendments of several systems, under which you would have to go 
to the State Governors for approval for each adjunct plan. Instead 
of that, the whole plan should be provided, both highway and related 
highway and transit, to go to Congress and to the President, and then 

if the President approved and Congress did not disapprove, the sub- 
sequent powers would come into force as, for example, the power to 
condemn, and the power to issue money. You should have the legis- 
lative author ity from the beginning as near as you can. 

4. The Federation is in accord with the plan of coordinating this 
authority with existing highway authorities in such manner as to 
leave to the latter the actual construction of highway facilities which 
are not utilized, or financed, by the authority. 

In recognition of that fact, you cannot divorce your operation 
plan from the construction plan. If you did that, the community 
would be burdened by duplicating facilities whic h were not used, 
You will find the transit facility lying idle, as in Cincinnati and other 
cities where they were divorced from a general movement of patronage 
by highway. The planning of highway and conjunctive highway and 

‘ail facilities would be in this authority, and coordinated with every- 
body else concerned, including, of course, the government of the States 
and District. But when you get around to actual construction of the 
highway facilities we saw no reason why the authority should be 
burdened either with the debt or with the organization required to 
oe the highway portions of joint facilities. 

Recognition of existing regulatory authority of the Federal 
ocmunaen, the District of ¢ ‘olumbia, and the States should be pro- 
vided so long as private transportation facilities are in operation, and 
due care must be exercised to avoid the effects of destructive com- 
petition between the transportation authority and private interests. 

The remaining portion of the resolution was for the authority to go 
forward. 

I have had a brief opportunity to examine the report by Chairman 
McLaughlin this morning and with respect to the amendments pro- 
posed I would like to make a few comments. There has not been 
time enough for the full consideration of it. 

In the amendments, one very important proposal that is made has 
to do with the protection of the existing mass transit facilities, and in 
my judgment it could be given further consideration than the pro- 
posal, the language as proposed, for these reasons: For example, there 
is an amendment at page 3 of the amendments of Commissioner Me- 
Laughlin’s report. His amendment No. 5 essentially just takes out of 
the condemnation and licensing and purchasing, leasing and purchas- 
ing arrangements in the original act, the various transit fac ilities so 
that you would not condemn or sell them under that provision of the 
act but would have a second and supplementary provision: amend- 
ment No. 6. 

Then he refers only to private transit companies as those which are 
the classes of property which are not covered by the earlier con- 
demnation provisions. Well, private transit companies as such are 
not defined. Transit is not a word of science, as such, and then it 
would be necessary to have a better definition of what you were going 
to exempt or what you were going to take or else you will find your- 
self in difficulty because when money is involved and payment of 
condemnation awards, people get a little technical. 
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consistent amendment, in time for initial appropriation and organization in the 
current year. 

2. Since the ultimate financing, construction and operation of the required 
facilities will demand the extensive use of credit, the procurement of which is 
peyond the capacity of each or all of the political subdivisions involved, any 
amendment of the proposed authority should expedite the creation and imple 
mentation of a National Capital Transportation Corporation with strong plan- 
ning, condemnation and procurement authority. 

38. The consensus of the opposition to the present bill is that the States, 
counties and municipalities involved fear autocratic action by a Federal corpora- 
tion or authority with regard to other obligations of the communities or the 
rights of individuals. This difficulty can be overcome in large measure by 
the extension of power to the proposed authority in stages, so that a sub- 
stantially complete plan for financing, construction and operation may be 
coordinated with the States and other agencies affected: and that this extension 
be subject to approval by Congress and by the President prior to the granting 
of authority for condemnation and construction. During this stage, the proposed 
extensive system of advisory and consulting service could be utilized in full. 
Upon the approval of such plans by the President, and upon the approval of 
Congress, or the failure of Congress to take adverse action within a prescribed 
period, the additional powers permitting obligation of credit, construction and 
procurement of equipment could become operative. 

4, The Federation is in accord with the plan of coordinating this authority 
with existing highway authorities in such manner as to leave to the latter the 
actual construction of highway facilities which are not utilized, or financed, by 
the authority. 

5. Recognition of existing regulatory authority of the Federal Government, 
the District of Columbia and the States should be provided so long as private 
transportation facilities are in operation, and due care must be exercised to 
avoid the effects of destructive competition between the transportation authority 
and private interests. 

The special committee of the Federation is directed to present this resolution 
and supporting testimony before the Joint Committee and any other authorized 
agency having jurisdiction. 

The CnatrmMan. Our next witness is Senator Fenwick. Senator, we 
are always glad to have you with us. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES R. FENWICK, STATE SENATOR, COUNTY 
OF ARLINGTON, VA. 


Mr. Fenwick. Mr. Chairman, I would first like to file with the 
committee a telegram from His Excellency Governor Almond author- 
izing me to speak. 

The CnatrmMan. The telegram may be received and appropriately 
filed. 

(The document referred to follows :) 

RICHMOND, VA., May 4, 1960. 
Hon. CHARLES R. FENWICK, 


eNO 


6733 Lee Highway, Arlington, Va.: 

I have the honor to designate you to represent Virginia before the Bible Com- 

mittee on metropolitan problems in connection with hearings on Senate bill 3193. 
J. LinpsAy ALMOND, Jr. 

Mr. Fenwick. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Charles R. Fenwick and I am State Senator from Arlington, 
Va. 

I am authorized to speak for the Governor of Virginia and am also 
amember of the Tri-State Transportation Commission which is com- 
posed of three members from the States of Virginia and Maryland 
and three from the District of Columbia. The function of this Com- 
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Well, that language should be clarified. If what you really mean 
is that the court can’t review the question of whether they are going 
to acquire it, only that question, that is one thing. If, on the other 
hand, it means or could be construed to mean that the courts could 


not review the amount to be paid or the amount of the condemnation 


award that is distinctly another thing. 

In my opinion, also, if you are going to put in there what almost 
amounts to a compulsory condemnation provision, you ought to make 
some provision to make an award for franchise values. I don’t see 
that a condemnation award in the sole discretion of authority, and 
without very much in the way of judicial review, would be very wise 
if you are going to permit them to determine the franchise value of 
a facility. 

I think 7 should be defined. If you are going to pay for good- 
will and a going business, you ought to say so and to avoid fraud 
which has occurred under similar circumstances elsewhere. 

The Carman. Thank you very much. I certainly appreciate 
the contribution that you have made. 


STATEMENT OF FEDERATION OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATION SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON 
METROPOLITAN AREA PusLic UTILITIES COMMITTEE RE 8, 3193 AND H.R. 11135, 
METROPOLITAN TRANSIT FACILITIES 


For more than 30 years the Federation has had before it proposals relative 
to the relief of the residents of the District of Columbia and adjacent Virginia 
and Maryland counties from their problems created by inadequate transportation 
facilities. Several million dollars have been expended during that period by 
governmental and private agencies in engineering and economic studies of the 
transit, rail and highway service in this limited area. Uniformly throughout 
that period these studies have indicated that in addition to express highways, 
rail facilites, on a separated grade, were essental to a minimum of efficient and 
economical service. 

The current elaborate and expensive studies have culminated in proposals 
which are expressed in the identical Senate and House bills, S. 3193 and H.R. 
11135. Congress created a Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Prob- 
lems for the purpose of expediting consideration of the basic proposals em- 
braced therein. Senator Alan Bible of Nevada is chairman of this committee. 
The remaining members consist of Congressman John L. McMillan of South 
Carolina, vice chairman, Senators Wayne Morse, of Oregon, and J. Glenn 

3eall, of Maryland and Congressmen Howard W. Smith and Joel T. Broyhill, 
of Virginia. 

The committee has heard expert public and local witnesses, including rep- 
resentatives of the Federation and of the Interfederation, and a printed record 
of some 1.070 pages has been issued. The revised plans now being considered 
are essentially the product of the Budget Bureau. 

The bills now under consideration have been reviewed by many official agencies 
having responsibility in the District of Columbia and the adjacent States, and 
in addition have been considered extensively by the Interfederation Council of 
the Greater Washington metropolitan area and other civie bodies. At the pres 
ent moment the greatest concern is the hearing now scheduled for May 5 and 6 
before the Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems on the pro 
posed bills and certain alternative suggestions that will be considered. After 
eareful consideration of the proposals and reports the Public Utilities Com- 
mittee and the special committee of the Federation propose that the Federation 
adopt the following action: 

1. Because it is essential that an immediate start be made toward the solu- 
tion of the present and future passenger and other transportation problems of 
the Greater Washington metropolitan area, and because the basic structure 
proposed in the companion bills—S. 3198 and H.R. 11135—permits a prompt 
approach to the development of an adequate rapid transit and highway system. 
the Federation of Citizens Association of the District of Columbia urges that 
Congress consider and promptly pass the said measures, subject to reasonably 
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provides for the creation of a National Capital Tr: ansportation Cor- 
poration which would come into effect by 1963 if the States have not 

negotiated an interstate proprietar y agency in the form of a compact, 
as ‘set forth in title LV, at page 32 of the Senate bill. 

The inclusion of the Federal proprietary Corporation is a complete 
departure from what was recommended in the report submitted to 
the President as a result of the National Capital Planning Act of 
1952. The inclusion of a Federal proprietary Corporation has created 
a great deal of concern among the people and representatives of 
Maryland and Virginia. 

— are a number of reasons for this concern: 

It automatically comes into existence by Executive order if the 
States are unable to obtain approval of their respective State legis- 
latures and the Congress by 1963. It is true that the President must 
give consideration to the progress that has been made toward the 
consummation of the ¢ ‘compact but this provision leaves it completely 
discretionary with the Chief Executive as to the creation of the Fed- 
eral Corporation. 

The threat of the Federal Corporation places the States at a great 
disadvantage in negotiating the compact, particularly as to financial 
arrangements since, like the sword of Damocles, the threat will be 
held over the heads of the States, making it possible for the Gov- 
ernment to say, “You either take our proposal or suffer the conse- 
quences of the Federal Corporation.” It is my feeling that this threat 
does not lend to free negotiation which is so essential in a matter as 
important as this. 

Further, it must be remembered that the regular session of the 
Maryland Legislature will be in 1961 and the next session of the Vir- 
ginia Legislature in 1962, which means that the terms of the compact 
must be drafted and negotiated prior to 1961, in order to meet the 
deadline of 1963. I am sure the committee will take into considera- 
tion the fact that a compact once adopted cannot be changed in any 
material respect and therefore the terms would have to be negotiated 
before it could be approved by C ongress. 

The Cuatrman. This morning, Senator Fenwick, Commissioner 
McLaughlin made the suggestion that it be extended to 1965 which 
gives it 2 more years leeway to try to effectuate a compact. 

Mr. Fenwick. That would be helpful. 

The proposed Federal Corporation, as set forth in title ITT, con- 
tains such broad powers that, should the proprietary C orporation be 
established, the metropolitan areas of Maryland and Virginia would 
be completely at the mercy of the Feder: al Corporation as to land 
acquisition, the establishment of businesses, and highway and rapid 
transit construction, irrespective of local and State planning and 
zoning requirements. 

There is a serious threat to the t: 1X programs of the localities. 

In regard to points 2 and 3, reference is made to page 17, paragraph 
(b) where the provisions of approval by the Governors of M: iryland 
and Virginia as to land acquisition in those States by the Federal 
Agency, as ag ided for in title IT, re removed. 

On page 21, line 10, paragraph (5), the Federal proprietary Cor- 
poration may acquire— 
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mission is to study and make recommendations in regard to trans- 
portation problems. 

The transportation plan prepared pursuant to the National Capital 
Planning Act of 1952 and commonly referred to as The Mass Trans- 
portation Report” recommended a three-stage program to meet the 
t ee ee problems of the metropolitan area 

That Congress consent to and approve the Washington Metro- 
polit in Area Transit Regulatory Compact. 

2. Create a temporary Federal agency to initiate the detailed pro- 
eraming and development of the transportation system which would 
include the right to receive funds from the Congress, acquisition of 
rights-of-way and the construction of rapid transit within the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and the right to acquire rights-of-way outside of 
the District in Maryland and Virginia, subject to the approval of 
the Governors of those States, and operate such transit : 

3. The creation of an interstate proprietary agency in the nature 
of a compact between Virginia, Maryland and the District of Colum- 
bia for the taking over of the work done by the temporary Federal 
agency and the operation of the mass transportation system. 

The first step, namely, the Washington metropolitan transit regu- 
latory compact has been approved by the legislatures of both Mary- 
land and Virginia and is now before the Congress, having been 
approved by the subcommittee of the Judiciary Committee of the 
House of Representatives and now awaiting approval by the full 
Judiciary Committee. 

It is my feeling and that of all members of the Tri-State Commis- 
sion who worked out this compact, that this compact should be im- 
mediately approved by Congress and placed in effect immediately. 

Although it is limited to routes and fares, it would place in one body 
functions that are now performed by four different regulatory bodies 
and should result in more efficient service to the public. 

Best of all, it would be the initial step in bringing the three juris- 
dictions into a working arrangement where a better underst: anding 
would develop which is essential if the second and third steps of mass 
transportation report recommendations are to be put into effect. 

The Bureau of the Budget has prepared legislation which is set 
forth in Senate bill 3193. In the preparation of this bill and its com- 
panion bill, H.R. 11135, the Bureau of the Budget very graciously 
conferred with representatives from the three areas affected, namely, 
Maryland, Virginia, and the District of Columbia and, to a large ex- 
tent, has included the recommendations of both the mass tr: ansporta- 
tion report and of the representatives of Maryland, Virginia, and 
the District of Columbia. 

Title II, of S. 3193, on page 4, creates a National Capital Trans- 
portation Agency. The functions and powers of this Agency conform 
largely to the recommendations of the mass transportation report for 
an interim authority and except for certain recommendations that 
will be made as to the Advisory Board and its taxing powers, meets 
with the approval of the representatives from Virginia. We strongly 
urge that this portion of the Sen: ite bill be enacted so that the mass 
transport tion program can get “off the ground.” 

Unfortunately the Bureau of the B udget has included in its pre 
posed legislation, a title IIT, occurring at page 16 of the bill, which 
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by purchase, lease, condemnation, or in other lawful manner, any property 
whether real, personal, or mixed, tangible or intangible, and any interest therein, 
and may hold, maintain, use, and operate such property and may sell, lease, 
or otherwise dispose of the same at such time, in such manner, and to the 
extent deemed necessary or appropriate to carry out authorized corporate 
functions; 

This section when read in conjunction with section 307, occurring 

on page 30: 
The Corporation shall have and may exercise such specific powers, in addition 
to those elsewhere conferred in this Act, as may be deemed necessary to protect, 
operate, improve, and maintain its transit facilities and other properties, and 
appurtenances thereto, as business enterprises and public service facilities * * *, 
gives to the Corporation almost unlimited power, including the right 
of eminent domain to engage in any type of business. 

On page 31, line 7, we find that— 

The Corporation, its property, franchises, and income are expressly exempted 
from taxation in any manner or form by any government agency but such 
exemption shall not extend to contractors for the Corporation. 

In view of the broad powers given to the Federal Corporation, does 
this language mean that property other than that used for transpor- 
tation, such as filling stations, restaurants, and the like, would be 
free of taxation by the State and local authorities? Under the term 
“franchises,” does it mean that merchants having concessions and 
competing with merchants in the locality, would likewise be free of 
State and local taxes? 

It is true that under section 308, page 30, the Corporation is au- 
thorized to make payments to State and loc al governments, including 
the District of Columbia, in lieu of property taxes upon property 
within the National Capital region which was subject to State and 
local taxation before acquisition ‘by the Federal C orpor ation, but such 
payments are solely within the discretion of the C orporation. 

The State of Virginia, through its representatives, is anxious to 
cooperate and feels that this legislation, in modified form, should be 
enacted as expeditiously as possible. We recognize the need and the 
necessity for mass transportation in the metropolitan area, 

In keeping with this desire, we have agreed with representatives 
of the District of Columbia and Maryland to support this legislation 
provided certain changes are made. Although we do not like the in- 
clusion of the Federal proprietary Corporation in this bill, we would 
waive our objection if it did not come into being until such time as 
the Congress shall hereafter specify, and in no case prior to July 1, 
1965. 

That, I think, is the subject for one of the amendments which Mr, 
McLaughlin offered this morning. 

Section 301(b), page 17, line 17, we would make the colon a period 
and eliminate the rest of that paragraph. We would rewrite para- 
graph 5 of section 304, page 21, as follows: 

(5) The Corporation may from time to time revise the transit development 
program prepared by the Agency under section 201(a). Such revisions shall 
be submitted for review and comment or for approval to the governing bodies, 
organizations, commissions and agencies, private enterprises and Governors, 
as specified in section 204(b), and any acquisition, construction, or operation 
of property, rights-of-way or facilities in the States of Maryland and Virginia 
pursuant to any such revision of the transit development program shall in all 
respects be subject to the provisions of paragraphs (b) and (c) of section 204. 
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That again I think is subject to one of the amendments Mr. Me- 
Laughlin offered. 

This would require that any revision of the transit development 
program that had been prepared by the agency would have to be sub- 
mitted for review and comment to the various agencies in the metro- 
politan area and would have to be approved by the Governors of 
Maryland and Virginia. 

In section 304, we would add a new paragraph, which is really a 
rewrite of old section 5, as follows: 

(6) Subject to the provisions of paragraph (5) of this section, shall construct 
or acquire by purchase, condemnation, lease, or otherwise, the properties, 
rights-of-way and facilities specified in the transit development program and in 
revisions thereof, except the properties and facilities specified in paragraph 
(8) of this section, and may hold, maintain, use, and operate such property and 
may sell, lease, or otherwise dispose of the same at such time, in such manner, 
and to the extent deemed necessary or appropriate to carry out authorized 
corporate functions ; 

In regard to our objection in connection with section 308 relating 
to the corporation exemption from State and local taxes, we would 
rewrite the latter part so as to clearly point out that persons operating 
under franchises would not be exempt from such taxes. 

I might say that is a practice in the Pentagon Building, the practice 
in the Navv Annex where the merchants are there engaged in con- 
cessions and they pay the same taxes as anybody else. 

I think again that is a subject matter of one of the amendments 
which Commissioner McLaughlin offered. 

There are a number of other amendments which have been set 
forth in the letter from the Chairman of the Joint Commission to 
study passenger-carrier facilities and services in the Washington 
metropolitan area, known as the Tri-State Commission with which 
I concur and will not take the time of this committee to repeat. 

We concur in these recommendations as set forth in Commissioner 
McLaughlin’s letter and hope it will be the pleasure of this committee 
to adopt the same as a part of the pending legislation. 

We cannot urge too strongly the necessity for action at this session 
of the Congress. 

Thank you very much. 

The Crramman. Thank you very much for that statement, Senator 
Fenwick. I should like to ask you one question just to clear my own 
thinking and it is directed to page—it is the last sentence on page 6. 

In keeping with this desire, that is the desire to bring about mass transporta- 
tion of the area, we have agreed with representatives of the District of Columbia 
and Maryland to support this legislation provided certain changes are made— 

Mr. Fenwick. Is this on page 6, did you say ? 

The Cuatrman. The bottom line of page 6, Senator Fenwick. 

Mr. Fenwick. Of my statement ? 

The Cnamman. Of your statement: yes, sir. 

Although we do not like the inclusion of the Federal proprietary corporation 


in this bill, we would waive our objection if it did not come into being until 


such time as the Congress shall hereafter specify, and in no case prior to July 
1, 1965. 


My question is directed to the clause “until such time as the Con- 
gress shall hereafter specify.” 
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Is it your feeling that you would never bring the Federal proprie- 
tary corporation into existence unless Congress affirmativ ely approved 
it? 

Is that what you are saying? 

Mr. Fenwick. That would be my thought in this statement. In 
other words, we would have the propr ietary corporation set out, it 
is there, it would not come into being before 1965. I think it is per- 
fectly obvious there will be no necessity for it before that time because 
of what has to be done, and at that time if we have not been able 
to make satisfactory progress toward a compact, Congress will then 
set the date for that to come into being or say it shall come into 
being. 

The Cuairman. It would not come into being automatically or fol- 
lowing an Executive order ? 

Mr. Fenwick. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. It would only come into being by affirmative action 
by the Congress. 

Mr. Fenwick. That is correct. I think that is important. It has 
been suggested that it would come into being unless either House of 
the Congress failed to take action. I think that would be better than 
the present form. But my own feeling is that there should be af- 
firmative action by Congress, and the executive then putting it into 
effect before it would actually come into being. 

The CHarrMan. Assuming that we were in the period of July 1 
1965, right now, assuming this is July 1, 1965, and assuming you have 
been aie to get together a compact and assuming that Congress 
would not give its affirmative approval, then what type of an instru- 
mentality have we created ? 

Mr. Fenwick. You have created, sir, and I can’t imagine, I might 

say, Congress apt that stay in that state because they would have 

the interest of the area and the Government so they would take action, 
but what you wali have then would be an interim corporation, an 
interim agency which was capable of doing the construction, that 
would be capable of actually operating such transit that it has created, 
that it had formed. 

The Cuatrman. My understanding was that title IT conferred very 
few, if any, operating powers; is this a correct statement ? 

Mr. Guruerm. Yes, sir. 

The CHarmman. We would have created an agency which would 
only make plans, and acquire rights-of-way and I am just wondering 
if we create an agency here that would not have sufficient powers to 
be effective. That is all I am asking. 

Mr. Fenwick. I would say those powers are fairly broad under 
title IT. 

The CHarrman. As originally designed, [ am sure it was not con- 
templated that title II create an operating agency. It may be that 
the powers given there are broad enough to permit it to get into 
operation but I don’t think it was designed with that idea in mind. 

Mr. Fenwick. I am reading from page 2, sir: 


‘ 


may operate all facilities acquired or constructed by it or may enter into agree 
ments with government agencies, private transit companies, railroads or other 
persons for the operation of its facilities, the use of its operating rights, or the 
provision of transit * * *: Provided, That the Agency shall not acquire the fa- 
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cilities, property, rights-of-way of private transit companies and persons; or 
operate buses or similar motor vehicles, or make provision for such services. 
—so that anything that they themselves had constructed at that time 
they could operate and could enter into agreements with any other 
exising facilities for the operation of transit. 

The Cramman. Well, they could not by virtue of title 11 operate 


the existing bus lines, could they, unless voluntarily entered into by 
agreement ¢ 


“Mr. Fenwick. E xcept by agreement; yes. 

The Cuarrman. I believe it was the contemplation of the executive 
and the Budget Bureau, and I think they say so in their letter of trans- 
mittal or possibly in their preliminary statement made today by the 
Assistant Director of the Budget, Mr. Staats, that it is not contem- 
plated that this first agency be an operating agency. I don’t think 
they contemplated that, is this correct ? 

Do they contemplate that the first agency be an operating agency ? 

Mr. Gurnerm. Not in the sense that the corporation is. But in the 
sense that it has operating powers, in the sense Senator Fenwick 
has stated, it certainly is able to operate everything except bus com- 
panies. — 

The Cuairman. Your feeling is if title III never came into effect 
you would still have this operation under title II. 

Mr. Fenwick. This is correct, sir. I don’t say it would be the com- 
plete operation as you visualize it, but it would ae 1inly take care of 
everything between now and the time we were ‘eady to complete our 
subway system and the operation of any over ail mass transportation 
system. 

The Cuamman. Very well. I just wanted to clear my own thinking. 

Do you have any questions 4 

Mr. Gutheim ¢ 

Mr. Gutruem. Mr. Chairman, I wonder why it is worth while to 
tackle the thorny problems involved in the Corporation now when 
Congress is going to have to legislate later anyway. Why not let Con- 
gress decide what powers to give this Corporation when it sets up the 
Corpor: ition in 1963, 1964, or 1965 » or whenever it is. 

I gather from your testimony Senator Fenwick that what you are 
suggesting is that we tackle now all of the complicated problems of 
setting up the Corporation in spite of the fact that we are not going 
to use it until these powers are activiated at some future date. 

It seems to me so much easier to eliminate the Corporation at this 
stage and to get going on that when you really need it. 

Mr. Fenwick. I would have no objection, Mr. Chairman, to its 
elimination, because I don’t think it is needed at this particular time. 

The Bureau of the Budget seems to have a feeling that they would 
like to have spelled out in this bill the type of Federal proprietary 
Corporation which would come into existence. 

Now this is a compromise on our part where we say “OK, keep it in 
but don’t have it hanging over our head like a sword if we don’t do 
this by a certain date ‘then it automatic ally comes into being.” 

We want Congress to have at least. the say as to whether it is time 
to go into effect. It is spelled out there—here are the powers, here 
is what it means. It is not being left just empty. But we don’t want 
this to come into effect on a certain date without Congress getting 
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another look at it, and all Congress would have to do is pass a resolu- 
ttion saying it becomes effective as of a certain date. 

By that time we will know very well whether we can get this com- 
pact into existence, we will know very well whether we are making 
any headway on it. And we are just as anxious to see this thing go 
forward as anybody-else, but we don’t want to have this suddenly 
come into effect and be there when we try to come to negotiate on 
finance; also if you don’t agree to this it comes into effect anyway that 
is all, 

Mr. Gurnem. The question I am raising is not one of policy so 
much as one of procedure. 

I would like to introduce at this point also in the record two letters 
from agencies of the State of Virginia, one of which is from the State 
corporation commission, and I will read you, Senator Fenwick, the 
relevant sentence with which I am sure you are familiar. 

Mr. Fenwick. Yes, sir, I have read it and I might say T have 
conferred with Judge Hooker and Judge Hooker says ‘if these amend- 
ments which Commissioner McLaughlin has 

Mr. Gurueim. He concurs in your testimony / 

Mr. Fenwick. He concurs in my position. 

The Cuairman. It will be made a part of the record. It has just 
been called to my attention the question I was referring to before is 
contained in the Bureau of the Budget analysis of the administration 
bill on page 7 of our compilation of documents of April 1960, wherein 
it says that “It is intended that the agency be temporary in nature and 
that it be superseded by the Federal Corporation or interstate proprie- 
ary agency covered in the titles III and IV of the act . . . {in the] 
acquisition and development of certain properties and facilities neces- 
sary for mass transit. It is not intended to operate basic transit 
facilities.” 

It was to that sentence I was directing my question because this 
does seem to be a bit of a clouded area and should the committee de- 
cide to move more slowly into this field at least that part should 
certainly be cleared up. 

Mr. Fenwick. Mr. Chairman, I can only go by what I understand 
the language of the bill to be. 

The CrarrmMan. That is correct. Thank you much, Senator. 





COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINTA, 
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION, 
April 19, 1960. 
Senator ALAN BIBLE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeAaR SENATOR: Your letter of April 8, enclosing two copies of S. 5193 relating 
to transportation in the National Capital region, and asking for any comments 
that the State Corporation Commission of Virginia might desire to make has 
been received. 

The commission has requested me to answer this letter, as I have been a 
member of the Joint Steering Committee, representing the State Corporation 
Commission of Virginia during the past several years while a survey and study of 
the transportation problems in the metropolitan area of Washington, D.C., have 
been under consideration. 

There have been many organizations and individuals participating in this 
study under the joint direction of the National Capital Planning Commission 
and the National Capital Regional Planning Council. This work was super- 
vised by a Joint Steering Committee consisting of representatives of these two 
bodies and public utility commissions from Maryland, Virginia, and the District 
of Columbia. In accordance with the recommendations which came out of this 
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study, an interstate compact was agreed upon. This compact has been approved 
py the District of Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia, and legislation has been 
properly introduced to put it into legal operation. I am informed that it is 
expected that the committee before whom this matter is pending will report 
favorably within the near future, and it is hoped that we will be able to get it 
passed by Congress during this session. This plan, which has been developed 
after such mature and comprehensive study, should be given every opportunity 
to succeed before any other legislation is attempted. However, if S. 3193 is to 
be actively urged for passage at this session of Congress, it would have to be 
drastically changed as, for example, title III should be completely eliminated 
and possibly other changes made. It is certainly hoped that you will not en- 
deavor to have this legislation considered until there is compelling reason for it. 
With best of wishes, I am, 


incerely yours, p25 
Sincerely your H. Lester Hooker, Commissioner. 


COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS, 
Richmond, Va., April 20, 1960. 
Re proposed National Capital Transportation Act of 1960, Senate bill S. 3193. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR BreLe: Senate bill S. 3193, forwarded with your letter of April 
8, 1960, has been reviewed by this office. I sincerely appreciate your courtesy 
in keeping us informed on the status of this most important legislation. 

The bill as submitted appears to be substantially sound, leaving us no pertinent 
comments to make at this time other than to express a desire for a more 
definite proposal for financing the extra-wide medians required for mass transit 
facilities. 

Notification as to the date and time of the hearings would be appreciated so 
that arrangements can be made for the attendance of department personnel. 

Sincerely, 


H. H. Harris, Commissioner. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD S. NORTHROP, STATE SENATOR, 
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MD. 


The CuamMan. We are very, very happy to have you with us, 
Senator Northrop. And I wox id like to place in the record a letter 
which I have received from Governor Tawes stating that he is pleased 
to advise me, as the chairman of this committee, that you will appear 
and plan to present the views of Governor 'Tawes. 

This is signed by Lloyd L. Simpkins, the executive assistant to 
Governor Tawes, under date of April 25, 1960. 

Mr. Norruror. Thank you. 

The Cuairman. It isa pleasure to have you. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 

EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 


Annapolis, Md., April 25, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR BIBLE: Governor Tawes has asked me to write to you regard- 
ing Senate bill No. 3193, now before your Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

I am pleased to advise you that State Senator Edward S. Northrop, of Mont- 
gomery County, plans to attend the hearings that your committee will conduct 
on this bill, and will express the views of Governor Tawes. 

With kindest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
_— Luioyp L. SIMPKINS, 
Erecutive Assistant to Governar Tames 
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Mr. Norrurop. It is a pleasure to be here, Senator Bible, and I 
want to compliment you for your deep interest in the subject and t] 
the manner which you gentlemen have carried on these hearings in te 
the past. ; te 

My name is Edward 8. Northrop and I am the State senator for n 
Montgomery County. I am authorized to speak for the Governor of a 
Maryland in reference to Senate bill 3193. 8 

I am also a member of the Tri-State Commission on Mass Trans- ti 


portation for the Washington Metropoliton Area and vice chairman 
of the Washington Metropolitan Regional Conference. 

I am in favor of Senate bill 3193 with amendments as proposed and 
set forth in detail to this committee in a statement made by Com- E 
missioner Robert McLaughlin, president of the District Commis- 


sioners and chairman of the Tri-State Commission. ; 

First and primarily, as I have done before in connection with tes- 8 
timony before this committee, I urge that the members of this com- 7 
mittee do everything possible to approve in this session of the Con- g 
gress the regulatory compact which would authorize a Tri-State ; 
Commission to regulate private transit and establish a board for 
coordinating highway planning in this metropolitan area. ti 

In reference to Senate bill 3193, I am particularly interested in 
seeing that the amendment which would allow the Congress to estab- f: 
lish part III of this bill setting up a Federal corporation after 1965 tl 
be enacted. 

I might say parenthetically there, that is outside of my statement ti 
and, of course, I have heard the testimony of Senator Fenwick and I a] 
was also informed this morning of an amendment to the triggering of . 
the Federal Corporation proposed by the Bureau of the Budget, which t] 
of course provided that the President shall notify both Houses of s] 
Congress, and you are familiar with the contents of it. 

I feel as Senator Fenwick does that Congress should have, of 
course, a closer touch with this than perhaps even the provision, as p 
suggested by the Bureau of the Budget, which seems to be sort of a ai 
median ground. I would have no objection to the Bureau of the m 
Budget’s proposal, provided that you strengthen it to the point where, M 
if it is proposed to establish the C orporation after 1965, Congress, le 
perhaps, has a little longer period than is indicated here if they did t] 
not take action in reference to the bill going into effect. Congress N 
conceivably could be in a situation where there are several proposals 
and amendments to the bill under consideration, and I assume that 
you, Mr. Chairman, and others members of the committee, will safe- 
guard the interests of the Virginia and Maryland States in that re- Hi 
spect. U. 

I further believe that because of the local nature of this problem Ne 
it would be very desirable, if not imperative, that the Board of four, . 
both in the interim agency and the ultimate Federal Corporation, as = 
proposed in the amendments to this bill, be adopted. st 

This will give the policymaking power of the Corporation to per- pr 
sons appointed from this area by ‘the President and at the same time 
allow some central control by the Chairman-Administrator of the = 
Board who would also be appointed by the President. be 

I am sure that the President will have no trouble in picking able, la 


dedicated people who have the interests of the capital area in heart 
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and at the same time are intimately acquainted with the areas which 
they will represent on the Board. I also believe that the peculiar in- 
terest of the Congress in the District of Columbia makes it advisable 
to have a Me mber of the Senate and of the House work with any com- 
mittee drafting an interstate proprietory compact. Of course I 
agree with Senator Fenwick, representing Virginia here today, in 
urging that any licensees or concessionaires of the Federal group be 
taxable by the States. This is the general procedure and I am sure 
was inadvertently left out of the bill as now proposed. 

I wish to compliment this committee for its interest in this very 
vital problem. Iam aware of course that since I wrote this that the 
Bureau of the Budget has again come in with proposed amendments, 
which would set up a board of three people, one bona fide resident of 
each of the areas affected, and then a chairman would be designated 
among those three. I certainly have no objection to that and T think 
it probably would be a better course of action than even the four we 
suggested after going over and proposing the amendments to you. 

The Cuairman. Thank you, Senator. 

I think I have no questions. We appreciate your appearance here 
today. 

Mr. Nortnrop. Mr. Alper informs me that in my reference to the 
fact the Bureau of the Budget had proposed these amendments that 
the Bureau had not proposed them but they were under consideration. 

If that is the case I certainly feel they have a great deal of merit 
to them and if they don’t propose them I would certainly feel they 
should be in the record. 

The Cratrman. I think that is the correct statement. I think 
they simply were under consideration by the Bureau and not actively 
sponsored by them. 

Mr. Norriror. All right, thank you. 

The Cuairman. In order to follow the correct sequence, Mr. Re- 
porter, I should like to have introduced in the record immediately 
after Senator Northrop’s statement a letter from the State Roads Com- 
mission of the State of Maryland, a letter from the chairman of the 
Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission and a 
letter from the State of Maryland Planning Department. I think 
they should all be incorporated sequenti: lly right after Senator 
Northrop’s statement. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 

STATE OF MARYLAND STaTE Roaps COMMISSION, 


Baltimore Md., April 26, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 


U.S. Senator, Committee on District of Columbia, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BIBLE: This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of April 
8, 1960, and the copy of Senate bill S. 3193 accompanying same. 

You have asked me to furnish you with a written report setting forth such 
suggestions as I may deem proper, touching the merits of the bill and the pro- 
priety of its passage. 

The bill has been reviewed by our traffic and legal departments as well as by 
the commission and the following comments are made regarding same: 

(1) The idea of the bill, in order to have effect in Maryland, would have to 
be adopted by the General Assembly of Maryland, through appropriate legis- 
lation. 
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(2) No body or individual could cede the State’s authority to a Federal bu- 
reau without such legislation. 

(3) This bill would divest the Maryland Public Service Commission of vast 
authority over public service corporations. 

(4) The authority to tax would be waived by the State of Maryland. 

(5) Under the provisions of the bill, it would be possible for the Authority or 
the Corporation to assess tolls upon Maryland roads. 

(6) The bill fails to clearly define (transit). 

(7) Under section 204, subsection (c) 5, the authority of the State is tem- 
porarily suspended pending legislative action, for which State legislative action 
would be necessary. 

(8) Section 301(b) nullifies section 204(b), subsection 5, thereby depriving 
State of any control of its facilities within the National Capital region, after 
the formation of Corporation. 

In view of the fact that the effectiveness of this bill depends upon favorable 
action by the General Assembly of Maryland, I feel it inappropriate that I 
should comment directly upon the bill’s provisions. However, from my past 
experience in legislative matters, I would suspect that the bill would encounter 
legislative difficulties. 

I thank you for giving me the opportunity to review Senate bill S. 3193 and 
to comment on the provisions thereof. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN B. FuNK, 
Chairman and Director of Highways. 


THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION, 
Riverdale, Md., April 29, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR: In respect to your letter of April 8, 1960, this Commission has 
discussed the proposals contained in S. 3193, a bill relating to transportation in 
the National Capital region, known as the National Capital Transportation Act 
of 1960. 

The commission, at its regular meeting held on April 27, 1960, authorized me 
to convey its approval, in principle, of the act. 

As you well know, the creation of the National Capital Transportation Corpo- 
ration touches upon questions of local govermental control and jurisdiction. 
Since this commission’s functions are advisory to the local governing bodies, it 
is felt that we should not comment on any questions pertaining to governmental 
jurisdiction. 

Very truly yours, 
Hersert W. WELLS, Chairman. 


STATE OF MARYLAND PLANNING DEPARTMENT, 
Baltimore, Md., May 8, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, 
Room 130-B Old Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR BIBLE: We appreciate the opportunity given us to review the 
“National Capital Transportation Act of 1960” (S. 3193). 

It is the feeling of this department that the comprehensive approach to the 
Washington metropolitan transportation problem as visualized in the proposed 
legislation is essential, and that the declaration of policy set forth in the pro- 
posed bill is very much in order. 

However, we do feel that the details spelled out for achieving these ends could 
be best accomplished by a number of modifications. Essentially, these modifica- 
tions would be in line with those proposed by Senator Edward S. Northrop of 
Montgomery County as have appeared from time to time in the metropolitan 
press. 

It is our feeling that many metropolitan areas have similar transportation 
problems to the Washington region and that a good bill directed toward the 
Washington problems would, recognizing perfectly and fully the various local 
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interests and considerations, serve as a very fine guidepost to other metropolitan 
regions whose transportation problems are stifled by population growth and 
traffic multiplication. 

I am very much interested in following the outcome of your proposed legisla- 
tion and will appreciate it if you have your staff keep us advised of developments 
in relation thereto. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES J. O'DONNELL, Director. 

The CuatrMan. Our next witness will be Mr. Herbert L. Brown, 
Jr., chairman of the Arlington County Board. 

Be seated, Mr. Brown. 


Yes, Mr. Brown, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT L. BROWN, JR., CHAIRMAN OF THE 
ARLINGTON COUNTY BOARD, VIRGINIA 


Mr. Brown. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Herbert L. 
Brown, Jr. I am chairman of the Arlington County Board. 

The Arlington County Board unanimously and vigorously endorses 
in principle the National Capital Transportation Act of 1960 (S. 
3193) which would provide for the development of a transportation 
system for the National Capital region. 

We recognize that several features of the bill, particularly the 
creation, if nec essary, of a National Capital Tr ansportation Corpora- 
tion, are controversial and have produced misgivings among some 
officials. Although we may share some of these misgivings, we be- 
lieve that the overriding necessity for planning and building co- 
ordinated regional transit facilities, and especially an adequate rail 
transit system, takes precedence over all other considerations. 

The Federal Government has a responsibility and alone possesses 
the resources to bear the main burden of this tremendous undertaking, 
an undertaking which must not bog down in petty jurisdictional 
bickering, indecision, or fear. This act, in our judgment, provides 
the only conceivable mechanism for meeting an urgent need that 

cannot be deferred. The alternative is to permit the entire Greater 
Washington area to be choked to death by its own traffic. 

If the responsible leaders in the metropolitan region fumble this 
opportunity, they may have lost their last fair chance to come to grips 
realistically with this critical problem. 

We do propose one clarifying amendment, a provision that would 
insure compliance with all local laws and ordinances by any support- 
ing comme rcial enterprises (restaurants, etc.) that may be constructed 
in connection with stations, shops, or other transit facilities built by 
the Federal Corporation. 

Such a protective provision would in no way interfere with the 
development of transit facilities themselves. 

Arlington County is proud to have been the first community in the 
metropolitan area to endorse this bill, and we urge the prompt enact- 
ment of its substantive provisions. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cramman. Thank you very much, Mr. Brown, and I want 
to commend you for your statement. 

I am happy,to learn that you are the first community to endorse 
the bill. May I clear up your thought as to compliance with local 
laws and ordinances by the commercial enterprises ? 





SO NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1960 


Now, there are, of course, certain zoning provisions that govern 
this problem as I understand it and I assume that they would have 
direct jurisdiction of what you are saying. 

Mr. Brown. It was not clear to our staff, Senator, whether the 
necessity for compliance applied only to the Agenc y or whether it 
applied also to the Corporation. We would hope, of course, that 
such necessity would apply to the operations of the Corporation as 
well. 

The CyarrmMan. Offhand I would think it would but if this is a 
gray area then I think that it can very easily be cleared up by proper 
language. 

Mr. Brown. It seemed to us to be of relatively minor consideration 
in the overall problem, and this suggestion we make certainly should 
not interfere with the development of transit itself. 

The Cuarrman. Certainly. Thank you very much, Mr. Brown. 

Mr. Brown. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuatrman. At this point I should like to introduce a letter 
from the county of Fairfax dated April 28, signed by Carlton C. 
Massey, county executive. 

( The document referred to follows :) 

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
COUNTY OF FAIRFAX, 
Fairfar, Va., April 28, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 


Chairman, Senate District Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BIBLE: I am pleased to advise you that the board of county 
supervisors, at its meeting on April 27, endorsed in principle Senate bill 3193, 
National Capital transit bill. 

With best wishes, 

Sincerely yours, 
CARLTON C. MASSEY, 
County Eeecutive. 


The CHarman. Our next witness is Mr. Brett, Washington office 
of the Keystone Automobile Club. 
Mr. Brett. 


STATEMENT OF ERNEST R. BRETT, ON BEHALF OF THE KEYSTONE 
AUTOMOBILE CLUB 


Mr. Brerr. Senator Bible and gentlemen, my name is Ernest R. 
Brett. I am here representing the Keystone Automobile Club and 
the Citizens Traffic Board. With your permission, I have a prepared 
statement. 

The CHarrMan. You may proc eed to read your statement. 

Mr. Brerr. The National Capital region finds itself with an 
overly crowded transportation system growing obsolete and with woe- 
fully inadequate highways to carry the ever-incre: ising load. Asa 
result of studies over several years there has been evolved a trans- 
portation plan for the National Capital region, S. 3193. The plan 
purports to embrace rail, bus, subway, and highway transportation. 
All of these factors seem to be essential, but the highway part— 
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while mentioned in the presentation—seems to lack emphasis. This 
is the phase which obviously is of most interest to a motoring organi- 
gation and is unquestionably most pressing. It is only casually 
mentioned as an adjunct to mass transit. 

The title itself seems to imply more than is contained in the body 
of the proposed legislation. The term transportation is generally as- 
sumed to embrace ‘all forms of movement of people and goods, for all 
purposes, from all origins, and to all destinations. The term “transit” 
is used in a more limited sense and is usu: ally applied only to persons 
traveling over relatively fixed routes, repeating their trips daily and 
moved by mass units. 

The proposed bill suggests a coordinated transportation system of 

rail transit, express buses and highways. It points out the importance 
of such a system to the functioning of the Government and the bene- 
fit to the increasing population, welfare and economy of the entire 
region. 

That is about all it says concerning highways. Emphasis is placed 
upon the * ‘emerging transit needs.” 

The temporary planning agency as outlined in proposed S. 3193 
would prepare a program consisting of plans, routes, and locations, 
and so forth, “for the transportation of persons.” 

This presumably would be more or less a fixed wheel or fixed route, 
nonflexible or only moderately flexible means of moving people. 

No consideration is given to the vital necessity of supplyi ing those 
masses of people, in ever-increasing numbers, with the necessities of 
life and their occupations at either end of their trip. 

As a matter of fact, the means whereby the buses or moderately 
flexible forms of transportation might move, are treated only casually 
and lightly. The heart of a municipal area must be serviced with 
police, fire, and ambulance protection, food, goods, utilities, moving 
and other services must be provided if the area is to function. 

Repeated references are made to rail, bus systems, acquisition of 

right-of-way, the construction of bus stops on freeways and the sort, 
without ment joning how the freeways are to be constructed. 

Section 205, paragraph (1), subsection (a) provides that— 

The Agency may contribute funds for limited acquisition of rights-of-way for, 
and construction of, arterial highway facilities, if such contributions are deemed 
necessary to the fulfillment of the objectives of the act. 

The Agency may provide funds— 


for short essential connecting links in road systems, median strips, and the like, 
which would be needed mainly for transit operations. 

Paragraph 7 provides that “to assist in coordinating transit and 
highway development” Government agencies shall “submit plans for 
arterial highways in the National Capital region to the : agency for 
review’ ’ (p. 1 3 of the proposed act). 

This includes all State and local agencies. It is conceivable that 
this will inject another delaying and confusing element into the 
already tangled web of redtape surrounding decisions in highw ay 
planning, that has been so well exemplified in the absence of a de- 
termination of the location of Route 240. 

If a plan is presented by the Agency which does not meet with the 
approval of either the Governor of Maryland or the Governor of 
Virginia, who will make the final decision ? 
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Paragraph 8 (p. 14) authorizes the Agency to initiate proposals 
for regulating the flow of traffic. Is this to supersede the local traffic 
authorities of the Nation’s Capital in the interest and benefit of transit 
operation? It most assuredly so appears. 

The sectional analysis on the bill, in discussing paragraphs 8 and 
9, says “the authority to regulate the flow of traffic would remain 
vested in existing agencies,” but those two paragraphs in the act 
(p. 14) do not say so. It would appear that they introduce only 
another element of confusion. 

To summarize, our obvious interest—the need for a better highway 

system—is most pressing. Express highways can be brought. into 
being quicker and with more certain immediate financi ing than ean 
the others. We press for this immediate action but at the same time 
warn against “entangling alliances.’ 

In considering this bill, nothing should be done to relegate the 
background the present long-range highway program. W hile pub- 
lic transportation is important, the needs of the motoring public are 
just as important. 

We want no use taxes on the motor vehicle for the benefit of those 
forms of movement—transit—far more costly, that show no evidence 
of paying their own way. 

The overall problem of financing this entire plan is stupendous, 
Motorists can and will pay their own way but they cannot and will 
not carry the added burden of their weaker colleagues. 

The Cratmman. I appreciate your statement, Mr. Brett, and it 
does seem to me this is a coordinated and interdependent plan and 
system and that it must be considered in that particular light. 

I am impressed a great deal by the plain figures of this ne 
that is that we are talking of something in the neighbor neni of $ 
billion expenditures in the area. Of that, something in the night 
borhood of $600 million will go in the mass transit, $100 million into 
the parkways, into the parking areas and additional facilities that 
are required, and then something in the neighborhood of $1,600 mil- 
lion, I guess into highways, so it does not seem to me that highways 
are being slighted. 

Mr. Brerr. The only point we are raising, sir, is that—I am not 
an engineer and there _ I cannot give you the exact figures of sug- 
gested amendments, but I do say that we are vitally interested in 
knowing that our present long-range highway program not be inter- 
fered with, and two, that the motorist not be taxed, because the motor- 
ist has been the whipping boy, as we well know, whenever money is 
to be raised, that it always seems put a cent tax on gasoline, or add 
2 cents to tires and so on. We don’t want to have the motorist have 
to pay for a public transportation system. 

We feel presently the motorist 1s paying his way and paying ade- 
quately and all we are interested in knowing is that the motorist is 
not going to be taxed for this, the highway program is not going to 
be interfered with, and that this present plan can become a reality. 
We fully realize the value of a transit program. We know that 
Washington and the surrounding area is rapidly being choked and it 
must be, shall we say, unchoked. 

The Cratrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Brett. I certainly 
appreciate your obser vations. 

Mr. Brerr. Thank you, sir. 
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The Cuatrman. The next witness is Mr. Kahn of the A.B. & W. 
Transit Co. And accompanied by Mr. Mitchell. I think I recognize 
Mr. Mitchell again. We are happy to have both of you gentlemen 
with us. 


STATEMENT OF S. HARRISON KAHN, COUNSEL FOR AB. & W. 


TRANSIT CO., ACCOMPANIED BY ROBERT T. MITCHELL, EXECU- 
TIVE VICE PRESIDENT 


Mr. Karn. If the committee please, my name is S. Harrison Kahn, 
and I am an attorney at law with offices in the District of Columbia. 
I have been counsel for a number of years for the Alexandria, Bar- 
croft, and Washington Transit Co., doing business as A.B. & W. 
Transit Co., 600 North Royal Street, Alexandria, Va., and appear 
here today in representation of that company concerning 8. 3193 
and its companion bill, H.R. 11135, the National Capital Transpor- 
tation Act of 1960. 

Appearing with me is Mr. Robert T. Mitchell, executive vice presi- 
dent, A.B. & W. Transit Co. Mr. Mitchell is intimately familiar 
with the operations of the company and is prepared, with me, to 
answer any questions to the best of our ability that the committee 
may have in connection with the statements made to it in behalf of 
the A.B. & W. Transit Co. 

The A.B. & W. Transit Co. is a suburban motorbus company oper- 
ating between points and places in the District of Columbia, on the 
one hand, and on the other, points and places in the Commonwealth 
of Virginia in the counties of Arlington and Fairfax and the city 
of Alexandria, via a network of routes. 

A.B. & W. is authorized by the Interstate Commerce Commission 
to engage in the transportation of persons in interstate commerce 
between the District of Columbia and points and places in Virginia 
served by the company’s routes; is also authorized by the Corpora- 
tion Commission of the Commonwealth of Virginia to engage in intra- 
state transportation of persons within the C ommonwealth over those 
portions of the interstate routes within the State of Virginia; and is 
Rnally authorized by the District of Columbia Public Utilities Com- 
mission to engage in limited intra-District operations. 

A.B. & W. operates in excess of 225 modern motorbuses, employs 
approximately 500 persons, and it and its predecessor have been 
engaged in the mass transportation of persons by motor vehicle since 
prior to 1921. 

The A.B. & W. Transit Co. opposes generally the proposed legis- 
lation as presently drafted, but has given consider: ation to the bene- 
fits flowing from the concepts inherent in the legislation. 

While it is reported that there will be suggested amendments to 
certain provisions of the involved legislation, A.B. & W. must neces- 
sarily suggest respectfully the following specific amendments to the 
identical bills: 

1. On page 12, paragr aph (4) of S. 3193, strike the last three words 
on line 16, namely, “of the Agency.” Place a period after the word 
“facilities” in line 16. 

It would appear that the proposed National Capita’ Transportation 
Agency or Corporation, as the case may be, would desire to encourage 
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or facilitiate the use of all transit facilities, whether they be publicly 
or privately owned or operated. 

One of the primary objectives of the legislation, it is believed, is to 
establish an improved transportation sy stem for the National C apital 
region. 

The maximum use of all types of facilities, it is suggested, patently 
would be advantageous and beneficial. For these reasons, the sug- 
gested emphasis of agency facilities only should be deleted. 

The second specific amendment suggested is to strike lines 4, 5, 6 
and 7 and 8, page 12, S. 3193, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

Provided, That the Agency shall not acquire the facilities, property, or rights- 
of-way of private transit companies and persons; or operate buses or similar 
motor vehicles or make agreements for the provisions of competitive motorbus 
services to private transit companies; but may make agreements for the pro- 
vision of service which is auxiliary to services of private transit companies and 
persons. 

This amendment will allow greater flexibility by the Agency during 
its existence to provide more adequi ite and reasonable services to the 
public. The amendment proposed will enable the Agency to make 
agreements for the provision of service which is auxiliary to services 
of private transit companies and persons. 

Thusly, it is possible for the Agency to make essential provisions for 
fringe operations that private transit operators find initially infeasible 
or uneconomical. The amended proviso also will prevent destructive 
competitive practices between Agency operations, on the one hand 
and on the other, private transit operations, which practices inevits ibly 
are inimical to the public interest. 

3. On page 17, line 18, strike, beginning with the second word from 
the end of the said line over and through “(2)” in line 19. The pro- 
viso commencing with line 17, page 17, will bl ie read as follows: 

Provided, That the provisions of section 204(b) (5) and 204(c) shall not apply 
to the Corporation. 

The elimination of the proviso of section 205(a) (2) from the provi- 
so of section 301(b) will insure to the Corporation neither greater 
nor lesser powers than the Agency possessed. This would appear 
logical in th: . bisrer Corporation should not have greater powers than 
the Agency to provide and establish an improved transportation 
system. 

t. On page 21, section 304(5) line 17, S. 3193, following the semi- 
colon, insert : 

Provided, That the Corporation shall not acquire the facilities, property, 
or rights-of-way of private transit companies and persons; or operate buses 
or Similar motor vehicles or make agreements for the provisions of competitive 
motorbus services to private transit companies; but may make agreements for 
the provision of service which is auxiliary to services of private transit com- 
panies and persons. 

As observed earlier, the inclusion of this proviso merely continues 
the same functions, duties, and powers in the Corporation that are 
invested in the Agency. 

It is the belief of A.B. & W. Transit Co. that the Agency or Cor- 
poration can feasibly and advantageously achieve its ultimate objec- 
tive through the utilization of existing transit facilities. 
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Add to section 304(6), page 21, line 24, after the semicolon fol- 
lowing the word “rights” the following insertion : 


except as provided in section 304(5). 


The addition of this exception is required in the legislation to avoia 
the inconsistency that would exist upon the acceptance of the suggested 
amendment to section 304(5). 

In addition to the specific amendments which have been submitted 
respectfully, there are several additional matters requiring the com- 
mittee’s consideration. These are firstly a clarification of the sentence 
beginning on line 5 and continuing through line 12 of page 24, S. 3193. 

‘Any free transportation would not only be costly to the operations 
of the corporation but could adversely affect existing private transit 
facilities. The reason for the insertion of this language in the bill is 
unknown. It is submitted, however, that the Corporation should 
operate profitably or certainly not in a manner that would adversely 
affect existing transit fac ilities by the establishment and collection of 
fares less than at a compensatory level. 

Secondly there are no provisions in the proposed legislation for 
judicial review of any actions by the Agency or the Corporation. 

It would appear further that all orders of a final nature, whether 
administrative in import or conclusive of property rights, such as 
routes or fares, should be reviewable in an established procedure be- 
fore the courts. 

Actions of the Public Utilities Commission for the District of 
Columbia, the State Corporation Commission of the Commonwealth 
of Virginia, the Public Service Commission of the State of Maryland, 
and the Interstate Commerce Commission, are reviewable through 
appropriate procedures in the State and Federal courts. 

Clearly, this safeguard is in the public interest and provision there- 
for must be provided in the pending legislation. 

The procedure for the review of the orders of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission has, by the experience of this company been found 
acceptable and prompt. ‘For these reasons, the same reviewable pro- 

visions for Interstate Commerce Commission’s actions is suggested for 
this legislation. 

Finally, reference is made respectfully to a report by Mr. Arthur 
Lazarus, a consultant for your committee, which report, in part, is 
printed at pages 101 through 111 in a publication entitled “Organiza- 
tion for Transportation in the National Capital Region—Selected 
Documents Prepared for the Joint Committee on Washington Metro- 
politan Problems, Congress of the United States, April 1960.” Mr. 
Lazarus, at page 111 of the mentioned publication, had this to say in 
part concerning local transit facilities. 

The existing transit companies are going concerns. They are healthy organ- 
izations in an otherwise generally troubled industry. * * * The Virginia bus 
companies, the A.B. & W. Transit and W.V.M. Coach Co. have about doubled 
their operating route miles in the past 20 years to provide service in the erupt- 
ing high density areas of Alexandria, Falls Church, and Arlington County, and 


to some extent over into Fairfax. An important service is also given between 
downtown Washington and governmental institutions in Virginia. 


A.B. & W. concurs in Mr. Lazarus’ views that the proposed Federal 
corporation or agency could assist existing local transit operators in 
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many ways. One way demanding mention is working out with exist- 
ling transit entities, a viable formula for required feeder buslines. 

It is believed the Federal corpor: ition or agency will be in a good 
position to work toward obtaining the traffic improvements for which 
existing transit companies uni availingly plead. 

The committee’s attention is invited respectfully to this consultant’s 
conclusion that no need exists for the merging of existing transit facili- 
ties, particularly in view of the virtually self-contained nature of the 
bus service in Virginia, but that the Federal corporation or agency 
can play an important part in coordinating all three transit opera- 
tions. 

In conclusion, A.B. & W. Transit Co. desires to thank this commit- 
tee and its staff for this opportunity to appear before it and to assure 
the committee, its members, and its staff of the continuing desire of 
A.B. & W. to provide reasonable and adequate transportation facili- 
ties by private ownership in the democratic American manner. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much for your statement, Mr. 
Kahn. 

Mr. Karn. Mr. Chairman, we heard some of the proposed amend- 
ments by Commissioner McLaughlin this morning. We have not had 
an opportunity to review them very carefully and with your permis- 
sion, sir, we would like the opportunity to supply a brief supplemental 
statement within a few days. 

The Cuarrman. You certainly should have that opportunity, 
Examine them carefully and let the committee know your suggestion— 
your recommendations or comments—within a short time. 

Would you care to supplement Mr. Kahn’s statement, Mr. Mitchell? 

Mr. Mircuent. Mr. Chairman, only to answer such questions as 
may be asked. 

The Cuarrman. As I understand your position, you simply do not 
want either the interim agency or Federal corporation to acquire 
your bus company unless you agree to it. Isn’t this right? 

Mr. Mrrcnerx. That is correct. 

The CirarrMan. Sure; I thought that was your position. 

Mr. Mirereny. That is rather reasonable. 

The Cuamman. I think I can understand that, and I just wanted 
to be sure that I understood what these technical amendments meant. 
This is substantially what they mean. 

Mr. Mircrers.. One additional thing, sir, in order to clear it up. 

We have stated there we do not feel the agency or the corporation 
should operate motor buses, put no restriction on any operatiton of any 
so-called rail rapid transit; but we do ask that the ‘y not operate motor 
buses as such, but contract for such operation if it is necessary with 
the companies in the area involved. 

The Cuamman. As I understand it, and I hope I am clear on this 
point, the title IT of the proposed act, the interim agency would, dur- 
ing this interim, at least, they would not be permitted to operate your 
bus systems; isn’t this correc t 2 

Mr. Mircners. That is correct, sir; and we have asked that that 
be carried over to the corporation. 

The CHarrman. And they operate your bus systems only if you 
agree with that ? 

Mr. Mircnetu. Yes, 
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The Cuamman. Congressman Broyhill. 

Representative Broyuiiy. 1 regret, Mr. Chairman, I was not here 
for the earlier part of Mr. Kahn’s statement. I have already apolo- 
gized to you, Mr. Chairman, for being late. Mr. Foley rand I had to 
be over ou the floor of the House to prevent them from firin 
constituents by the Federal Government. 

The Cuairnman. Did you succeed 4 

Representative Broyuitt, No; we lost. We went down swinging. 
They assured us they wouldn't fire them as quickly as we were afraid 
they would. 

Mr. Kahn or Mr. Mitchell, in answer to the Chairman’s question 
here, did you suggest in your group of amendments that the corpora- 
tion be prohibited from operating bus companies of buslines or just 
prohibit them from seizing or taking over the lines ? 

Mr. Kann. We did, Mr. Congressman. We said that—the exact 
language we suggested— 


oOo our 


> 


that the agency shall not acquire the facilities, property, or private rights-of- 
way of private transit companies and persons; or operate buses or similar motor 
vehicles or make agreements for the provisions of competitive motorbus services 
to private companies; * * *, 

Representative Broruity. If these amendments were adopted, 
would the legislation then be acceptable to you or would you have 
any objection to the legislation ? 

Mr. Kaun. No; there are no objections other than this basic prin- 
ciple of taking over the bus company contrary to the wishes of 
the owners. 

Representative Broruii. Well, now, being people who are in the 
transport: ition business here and knowing somet! LIN about it, know- 
ing something about the problems and the need, do you feel that with 
these amendments and then the enactment of thi levislation that it 
would improve the transportation picture here in tliis area? 

Mr. Kaun. We certainly do, and we do support the bill fully in 
that objective, that it would be a contribution to improved trans- 
portation in the Washington metropolitan area. 

Representative Broyutin. You would be, of course—making refer- 
ence to the fact what you - in effect saying—I don’t want to put 
words into your mouth but I draw an inference here—that you feel 
we should have rapid rail lines in the area and subway system. 

Mr. Kaun. We feel that there should be be rail lines within the 
District of Columbia because of the density of population within the 
District. We do not believe there is any other need, as far as we can 
ascertain, and I think this position is consistent with the position 
we took before the committee earlier, that the density in population 
in Virginia is not such as to warrant the establishment of rapid rail 
fac ities into the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

We believe that the improved highway systems, the new bridges, the 
new freeways, will afford direct—liter ally door-to-door— service to 
the citizens of Virginia and the District of Columbia, so that it would 
be an improved service over any type of service which the rail lines 
could conceivably offer. 

Representative Broyum.. There again, you feel that, and I am 
just repeating it to make sure I understand you correctly, that a rapid 
rail system or subway system would be advantageous within the par- 
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of-way of the Washington, Old Dominion, or some of the rail 
facilities. 

Mr. Kann. That certainly was not our intent. 

Mr. Guruem. | think we are clear on the fact you don’t—— 

The Cuarrman. I think Mr. Mitchell wanted to make a comment. 

Mr. Mircrety. I should clear up a point: I don’t agree with Mr. 
Kahn that transit companies means motorbus companies; no. Tran- 
sit companies in my way of thinking includes rail as well as motor- 
buses. but in the instance in which that was used here it was our intent 
to talk about motorbus companies and we attempted to divorce our- 
selves from any interference in any manner 1n the corpor ation oper- 
ating any rail facilities that the corporation can finance and feel are 
necessary. 

The Cuamman. What would you say then is that the corporation 
shall not acquire the facilities, property, rights-of-way of motor bus 
companies that is really what you were meaning ? 

Mr. Mrrcnety. Yes, that is what we intended. 

The Cuatrrman. I think the record is clear. 

Mr. Gurueim. If I may make further reference to your compli- 
mentary remarks about our consultant, would you care to enlighten 
us further as to the views you might have of some of the specific ways 
in which the Federal Corporation could assist, which were inc luded 
at the end of Mr. Lazarus’ report ? 

Do you think he is going in the right direction? Is this a useful 
approach ? 

Mr. Kaun. We think, and I think I speak for Mr. Mitchell, we 
think that a coordinated agency such as the agency or the corpora- 
tion, could achieve many of the desirable benefits that the local tr ansit 
companies individually have been unable to obtain within the juris- 
dictions in which they operate, traffic improvements, routings, fran- 
chises, many incidentals to service which we believe would lead 
inevitably to better service for the public, more prompt service and 
more comprehensive service and I think Mr. Lazarus spelled them 
out in his report. 

Mr. Guruem. Thank you very much. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Our next witness will be Mr. Davis representing the W. V. & M. 
Coach Co. 

We are very glad to have you with us again, Mr. Davis, and would 
you please introduce those that you care to have with you at the 
witness table? 


STATEMENT OF MANUEL J. DAVIS, ON BEHALF OF THE WASHING- 
TON, VIRGINIA & MARYLAND COACH CO., INC., ACCOMPANIED 


BY WILLIAM WHEELER, GENERAL MANAGER AND VICE 
PRESIDENT 


Mr. Davis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. With your permission, I 
would like to introduce Mr. William Wheeler, general manager and 
vice president of the Washington, Virginia & Maryland Coach Co., 
and I would like to have him participate in this hearing with me 
to the extent that you may desire to have him to answer any questions. 
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ticular boundaries of the District of Columbia but not advantageous 
or helpful in the suburban areas? 

Mr. Kaun. That is correct, Mr. Congressman; for the reason, 
as the committee may be aware, there are vast areas between the 
Virginia-District of Columbia line in which there is no residential 
or commercial development, and it would appear to us to be ex- 
tremely costly and wasteful to extend the rapid transit facilities in 
an area that it not highly industrialized or highly developed 1 
residential sense. 

Representative Broyui_y. One more question, Mr. Chairman. In 
the event that rapid rail lines or monorail, or whatever it might be, 
were constructed in the suburban areas, and yet the Federal corpora- 
tion or the interstate authority or compact agency did not go into 
the operation of buslines, but you, for example, would then be more or 
less operating as feeder lines between these rail systems, could you 
operate profitably and survive without subsidy ? 

Mr. Mrrenetu. I might try to answer that, sir. 

In the event that the corporation felt that it was necessary to con- 
struct rail lines in Virginia, we feel to the extent that feeder lines 
were necessary that they should be operated by private company in 
the area, under contract with the corporation at a return at cost 
which, of course, would include a reasonable profit. 

There might be also express buslines which the corporation might 
feel was necessary in the Virginia area, which the private operator 
may not find feasible. Under those conditions, we feel the corpora- 
tion should contract with the operator in that area to supply the serv- 
ice that they feel is necessary and that the cost of it should be under- 
written by the corporation, 

Representative Broyim.. Do you have any plans or do you con- 
template any or have you given any thought to the possibility of 
enlarging your operation or extending your operation in the event 
that such a program as we contemplate here was put into effect. 

Mr. Mrrcueuyi. Well, speaking for my company alone, I can say 
we are in a position to expand in any direction or to any extent the 
corporation might find that is necessary. 

It is purely an economical matter and one in which we don’t ex- 
tend now because the expected fares would not pay the cost of the 
operation. 

Representative Broyutin. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cratrman. Congressman Foley ? 

Representative Forry. No questions. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Gutheim? 

Mr. Guruem. Mr. Kahn, I refer to page 5 of your prepared state- 
ment in which you proposed an amendment, and as at many other 
points in these proceedings, I might say we are bedeviled by the word 
“transit.” Do you mean where you refer to private transit com- 
panies in the second line of that quotation to include rail or only 
motorbus companies? 

Mr. Kaun. I think the term is well understood in the transporta- 
tion industry to refer merely to motorbus companies. 

Mr. Gurnerm. I am glad to have that clarification, I would have 
understood it to include rail and I wanted to be sure you didn’t mean 
the corporation would not be able to acquire for example the right- 
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Mr. Davis. Insert at the end of paragraph (2) on page 12 the 
following: 

Provided, that the agency shall not acquire the facilities, property, or rights- 
of-way of private transit companies or persons; or operate buses or similar 
motor vehicles or make agreements for the provisions of competitive motorbus 
services to private transit companies; but may make agreements for the provi- 
sion of service which is auxiliary to services of private transit companies and 
persons. 

No. 2. Page 17, line 18, strike beginning with the second word from 
the end of the said line over and through (2) in line 19. So that 
starting from line 17 after the colon the sentence would read: 

Provided that the provisions of section 204(b) (5) and 204(c) shall not apply 
to the corporation. 

No. 3. On page 12, paragraph (4) strike the last three words on 
line 16, “of the agency.” Place a period after the word “facilities.” 

No. 4. On page 21, section 304(5), line 17, following the semicolon 
insert : 

Provided, that the agency shall not acquire the facilities, property, or rights- 
of-way of private transit companies and persons; or operate buses or similar 
motor vehicles or make agreements for the provision of competitive services to 
private transit companies ; but may make agreements for the provision of motor- 
bus service which is auxiliary to services of private transit companies and 


persons. 

No. 5. Add to section 304(6), page 21, line 24, after the semicolon 
following the word “rights,” “except as provided in section 304(5).” 

In addition to the foregoing recommended amendments to the bill 
the committee’s attention is invited to the following matters that re- 
quire o arification and amplification : 

No. 1. The sentence beginning on line 5, page 24, through line 12 
saves clarification as to intent and purpose. The purpose and 
intent of this sentence should be made known in order that its meaning 
and purpose may be understood. 

No. 2. Provision should be set out in title 3 of the act providing for 
“judicis al review.” 

There, sir, I am again in repetition with Mr. Kahn. I have for my 
purposes used the judicial review section of the Federal Power Com- 
mission Act, and in the prepared statement I submitted to the com- 
mittee you will note the substitution of words in order that it may 
comply, and if it would be of any aid and assistance to the committee, 
[have a Thermo-Fax copy of that statute. 

The Crairman. I think it would be helpful and it could be adopted 
by reference for use of the committee, when we get into the question 
of judicial review. 

Mr. Davis. Thirdly, study to be made of section 102, declaration 
of policy and purpose, beginning on page 2 through page 3 for the 
purpose of being certain that the declaration of policy and purpose 
fully states the exact reasons why this legislation is necessary. Prin- 
cipally this statute provides for an improved transportation system 
to, and in and about the District of Columbia. The mass transpor- 

tation plan points up the fact that the growth of the areas in and 
about the District of Columbia will materially increase in population 
and the District of Columbia will not. 
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The CHarmman. That will be the understanding and we will be 
delighted to have you. 

Representative Broyntty. Mr. Chairman, before Mr. Davis pro- 
ceeds, I am just wondering if the amendments you are going to 
propose are similar to the ones offered by Mr. Kahn or have you 
had a chance to go over them? 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Broyhill, I would say in principle there are three 
or four amendments th: at are identical to those that Mr. Kahn pro- 
posed to the committee in opposition to certain sections as written 
in the bill. 

If the committee will recall we were requested by the chairman 
of the committee to send to the committee statements with respect 
to the bill now being considered, and it was the consensus of opinion 
of both companies that we give the chairman of the committee our 
best thought, and we got together. 

The CuarrMan. That is correct, and in response to that, we re- 
ceived a letter from Mr. Davis under date of April 14, 1960, in re- 
sponse to communication which I have addressed to you. I think 
this is a proper place for inserting your letter of that date in the 
record. Following through Congressman Broyhill’s questions to 
vou, I would simply suggest that you highlight the statement and 
if you come to an identical amendment ‘that has been previously 
covered by Mr. Kahn, just say so, and then point out the differences 
in your two approaches. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Chairman, I will do exactly that, and where I 
come to a point that is identical to that which Mr. Kahn testified 
I will so advise the committee. 

The Cuamman. Thank you. You may proceed. 

Mr. Davis. My name is Manuel J. Davis, attorney at law, with 
offices at 910 17th Street NW., in the city of Washington, D.C., and 
707 North Randolph Street, Arlington, Va. 

I appear before the committee in the behalf of the Washington, 
Virginia & Maryland Coach Co., Inc., an independently owned and 
operated motor bus company since the year 1926, transporting passen- 
gers between points and places in Arlington and Fairfax Counties, 
cities of Falls Church and Fairfax to the District of Columbia. 

The Washington, Virginia & Maryland Coach Co. holds appro- 
pri: ite authority from the Interstate Commerce Commission of the 
Commonwealth of Virginia to render the bus passenger service here- 
inbefore referred to. 

The Washington, Virginia & Maryland Coach Co. opposes the bill 
in its present form but would have no opposition to the said bill if 
the following suggested amendments are adopted. 

Recommended amendments are as follows: 

The first amendment that I have to offer, sir, deals with an amend- 
ment that Mr. Kahn referred to beginning on page 12, line 7, wherein 
he requested that the committee str ‘ike the words “or make agreements 
for the provision of such services.’ 

I would prefer to read my insert in view of the fact that the chair- 
man asked Mr. Mitchell a question and I have inserted into my inser- 
tion two words that Mr. Mitchell supplied and in order to read as I 
have it written I would like with your permission to read it in. 

The Cyaan. Certainly, go right ahead. 
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Further, that the number of persons employed in the central part 
of the District of Columbia in 1960, (143,000) will be practically the 
same in 1980. 

Therefore it must be presumed that the additional hundreds of 
thousands of people residing in the greater metropolitan area will 
be employed outside of the District of Columbia. If such is an un- 
disputed fact, should not the superhighways be so laid out that the 
movement of persons in and between the surrounding areas to the 
District of Columbia be planned, developed, and given consideration 
in the inception of the program to be undertaken ¢ 

In closing the Washington, Virginia & Maryland Coach Co., wants 
to thank the committee for the courtesy extended to it in affording 
it the opportunity to be heard and to make its objection to the present 
draft of the bill known to the committee. 

Principally, the coach company is interested in its survival and in 
essence the Budget Bureau bill, as drafted, provides for the continu- 
ation of private enterprise in mass transit. However, the coach com- 
pany urges the committee to adopt its proposed amendments, for 
without those amendments, the coach company and all other bus 
passenger transportation companies in the metropolitan area of the 
District of Columbia will always be faced with the possibility of 
their being forced out of business. 

Any such thinking imposed upon the coach company must, of neces- 
sity, cause them to restrict their growth and investment. 

The Washington, Virginia & Maryland Coach Co., is ready, willing, 
and able to expand its operations to cover all phases of motor pass- 
enger bus transportation, wherever needed in the area within which 
it is authorized to operate both by the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion of the United States of America and the State Corporation Com- 
mission of the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

Mr. Chairman, before completing, I would like to note two obser- 
vations hi aving been present here today— 

The CratrMan. Certainly, you may proceed. 

Mr, Davis. One, this morning, a statement was made by Mr. 
Bartholomew wherein he referred to the fact that there was a falling 
off of passengers now using the transit systems available to them. 
In that with respect to the W.V. & M. Coach Co., I want to state for 
the record that is not a fact. That I can state at this time without 
referring to the records that in 1958 over the previous year we realized 
a 4-percent increase in passengers. In 1959, we ine reased, we realized 
an increase of over 4 percent in passe ngers as against the preceding 
year, and that for the first several months of 1960, the same ratio of 
increase is presenting itself. So that that statement would not neces- 
sarily apply to this company. 

[ also want to call the committee’s attention to the fact that Com- 
missioner McLaughlin’s amendments or proposed amendments this 
morning were new to us. 

The CHarrman. You may have the same right to examine these 
proposed amendments and make comments as was granted to Mr. 
Kahn. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, sir. I do want to say at lunchtime I did 
look over his paragr: aphs 2 and 6; that is, amendments 2 and 6, and to 
state at this time we are totally opposed to them. 
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Those amendments presume that title III of the bill would become 
effective and therefore they would throw some sort of a gratuity to the 
coach companies to keep them alive in the event they were about to be 
absorbed or destroyed. 

It is our contention that if the amendments which we have suggested 
with respect to title III were adopted that the amendments Nos. 2 
and 6, as proposed by Mr. McLaughlin, would not be necessary amend- 
ments, which we have proposed would better serve our purpose, 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much. 

Congressman Broyhill ? 


Representative Broyuitt. 1 was just wondering here if it were 
possible between now and the time that we might act in executive 
session, is it possible for you and Mr. Kahn to merge your two amend- 
ments and discuss it with the staff so we could have, if possible, the 
unified position of you two gentlemen ? 

Mr. Davis. I am certain we can do that, sir, and we will, at your 
suggestion call the committee and meet ‘with them at their ‘con- 
venience. 

The Cuarrman. I think the suggestion is a good one. 
put a week’s timetable on it. 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrMan. Suppose you have them in before the staff by a 
week from today 4 

Mr. Davis. All right, sir. 

The CHarrMan. Any further questions ? 

Mr. GuTHermm. Yes. 

I would like to ask you exactly the same question I asked Mr. Kahn 
about the use of the word “transit,” in Nos. 1 and 4. Could we 
assume that you mean the private motor bus companies instead of 
private transit companies ¢ 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. Motor bus companies. 

The Cuamrman. Y es, | think you wanted to make a comment. 

Mr. Wuee ter. No, | had no comment. 

I was available for questions if there are any. 

The Cuairman. I think I have none. I think I understand the 
positions of both of the companies, both yourselves and Mr. Kahn 
and the other bus company. I think I understand what you are 
saying very clearly. 

Representative Broyruriy. I would like to make a comment on a 
statement made by Mr. Davis. It seems to be a little bit in conflict 
with a statement made by Mr. Bartholomew this morning and I imag- 


ine that the information in the statement can come from the same 
general report. 


Suppose we 


Now, Mr. Davis, you stated that according to the mass transporta- 
tion plan, the survey and the report that we paid a half million dollars 
for, that there would be no increase in the number of people employed 
in the central part, in the District of Columbia, between 1960 and 
1980, and Mr. Bartholomew states, in his statement this morning, that 
it is anticipated there would be 35 percent more rush hour autoiobiles 
in 1980 than today. Now, of course, you are referring to the number 


of employees not changing in the central part and he is referring to 
the amount of rush hour traflic 
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Mr. Gutheim is not here right now, but those two statements seem 
to be somewhat irreconcilable. 

Mr. Davis. I believe, Mr. Broyhill, you will find behind you the 
large mass transportation book. I refer you to page 17 of that report, 

Representative BroyHiLt. I am not questioning it. 

The Cuarrman. I think the record would speak for itself, and J 
imagine there they are really speaking about different things. 

Representative Broyuit.. 1 would like for the staff to check that 
out. 

The Cuatrman. I think the staff should check that out and make 
the record abundantly clear. I think you are stating that the number 
of employees will not increase but what Mr. Bartholomew is saying 
there is, there will be a lot of additional people coming into the area 
not necessarily employees. In any event we will ask the staff to 
clarify it. 

Mr. Davis. It was my understanding this information became im- 
portant to the Federal Government because of the problem it was con- 
fronted with of movement of Government employees who are located 
within the central area. 

I therefore went to that report and took from the report on page 17, 
and found that it said in the central area of the District of Columbia 
in 1955 there would be 143,500 people. In 1965 there would be 140,000 
people, and in 1980 there would be 143,000. I then went down the 
same list and combined the figures for Arlington County, plus Alex- 
andria, plus Fairfax County, the city of Falls Church, and found for 
the year 1955 there would be 73,600, in 1965 there would be 85,400, and 
1980 there would be 86,400. 

Representative BroyHitt. I am not questioning the accuracy of 
your figures but I wanted to have it for the record, to show why there 
are differences. I know there are different bases of views particularly 
in Mr. Bartholomew’s presentation. 

The Cuarrman. There seems to be a conflict as to population figures 
and we will ask Mr. Gutheim to check over your statement and Mr. 
Bartholomew’s statement and reconcile them. 

Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF MANUEL J. DAVIS, ON BEHALF OF THE WASHINGTON, VIRGINIA & 
MARYLAND CoacH Co., INC. 


My name is Manuel J. Davis, attorney at law with offices at 910 17th Street 
NW.., in the city of Washington, D.C., and 707 North Randolph Street, Arlington, 
Va. I appear before the committee in the behalf of the Washington, Virginia & 
Maryland Coach Co., Inc., an independently owned and operated motorbus 
company since the year 1926, transporting passengers between points and places 
in Arlington and Fairfax Counties, cities of Falls Church and Fairfax to the 
District of Columbia. The Washington, Virginia & Maryland Coach Co. holds 
appropriate authority from the Interstate Commerce Commission of the United 
States of America and the State Corporation Commission of the Commonwealth 
of Virginia to render the bus passenger service hereinbefore referred to. 

The Washington, Virginia & Maryland Coach Co. opposes the bill in its present 
form but would have no opposition to the said bill if the following suggested 
amendments are adopted. Recommended amendments are as follows: 

No. 1. Beginning on page 12, line 7, strike the words “or make agreements 
for the provision of such services.” 

Insert at the end of paragraph (2) on page 12 the following: “Provided, That 
the Agency shall not acquire the facilities, property, or rights-of-way of private 
transit companies or persons; or operate buses or similar motor vehicles or make 
agreements for the provisions of competitive motorbus services to private transit 
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companies; but may make agreements for the provision of service which is 
auxiliary to services of private transit companies and persons.” 

No. 2. Page 17, line 18, strike beginning with the second word from the end 
of the said line over and through (2) in line 19. So that starting from line 17 
after the colon the sentence would read: “Provided, That the provisions of sec- 
tion 204(b) (5) and 204(c) shall not apply to the Corporation.” 

No. 3. On page 12 paragraph (4) strike the last three words on line 16, “of 
the agency.” Place a period after the word “facilities”. 

No. 4. On page 21, section 304(5), line 17 following the semicolon insert: 
«Provided, That the Agency shall not acquire the facilities, property, or rights- 
of-way of private transit companies and persons; or operate buses or similar 
motor vehicles or make agreements for the provision of competitive services to 
private transit companies: but may make agreements for the provision of service 
which is auxiliary to services of private transit companies and persons ;” 

No. 5. Add to section 304(6), page 21, line 24, after the semicolon following 
the word “rights,” ‘except as provided in section 304(5).” 

In addition to the foregoing recommended amendments to the bill the com- 
mittee’s attention is invited to the following matters tha require clarificaion 
and amplification : 

No. 1. The sentence beginning on line 5, page 24, through line 12, requires 
clarification as to intent and purpose. The purpose and intent to this sentence 
should be made known in order that is meaning and purpose may be understood. 

No. 2. Provision should be set out in title 3 of the Act providing for “Judicial 
Review.” Judicial Review of a decision under title 3 is necessary in order that 
the public as well as the bus passenger companies may have the right to appeal 
a corporate decision to the Federal court. The coach company recommends as 
a model section for this bill the judicial review procedure as set out in the 
Federal Power Commission Act in sections 19 A and B. Sections 20 A and B 
and Section 21, A and B. In order that the provisions as set out in the Federal 
Power Commission Act referring specifically to rehearing and court review 
of orders be made to apply to title 3 of this bill, the following amendments 
must be made: 

Wherever the word “Commission” appears in the sections of the Act 
referred to herein, insert the word “Corporation” and strike the word 
“Commission.” 

Section 19(a), line 19, strike the word “a” and in lieu thereof insert 
“the Federal.” 

Section 19(b), strike lines 4, 5, and 6 over through the word “or” in line 
‘. 

Section 20(a), line 6, strike words from “in” through word “States” in 
7. Strike in line 8 from word “or” through word “States” in line 10. 
Strike the last 5 lines of section 20(a). 

Section 20(b), strike in first and second line the words “the district 
courts of the United States.” Line 4, strike words “and the” through the 
word “States” on line 6. 

Strike section 20(c). 

No. 8. Study to be made of “Section 102: Declaration of Policy and Purpose,” 
beginning on page 2 through page 3 for the purpose of being certain that the 
declaration of policy and purpose fully states the exact reasons why this legis- 
lation is necessary. Principally this statute provides for an improved trans- 
portation system to and in and about the District of Columbia. The mass trans- 
portation plan points up the fact that the growth of the areas in and about the 
District of Columbia will materially increase in population and the District 
of Columbia will not. Further, that the number of persons employed in the cen- 
tral part of the District of Columbia in 1960 (148,000) will be practically the 
same in 1980. 

Therefore, it must be presumed that the additional hundreds of thousands 
of people residing in the greater metropolitan area will be employed outside of 
the District of Columbia. If such is an undisputed fact, should not the super- 
highways be so laid out that the movement of persons in and between the sur- 
rounding areas to the District of Columbia be planned, developed, and given 
consideration in the inception of the program to be undertaken? 

In closing, the Washington, Virginia & Maryland Coach Co. wants to thank 
the committee for the courtesy extended to it in affording it the opportunity 
to be heard, and to make its objection to the present draft of the bill known to 
the committee. Principally, the coach company is interested in its survival 
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and in essence the Budget Bureau bill, as drafted, provides for the continuation 
of private enterprise in mass transit. However, the coach company urges 
the committee to adopt its proposed amendments, for without those amend. 
ments, the coach company and all other bus passenger transportation com. 
panies in the metropolitan area of the District of Columbia will always be 
faced with the possibility of their being forced out of business. Any such 
thinking imposed upon the coach company must, of necessity, cause them to 
restrict their growth and investment. 

The Washington, Virginia & Maryland Coach Co. is ready, willing, and able 
to expand its operations to cover all phases of motor passenger bus transporta- 
tion, wherever needed in the area within which it is authorized to operate both 
by the Interstate Commerce Commission of the United States of America and 
the State Corporation Commission of the Commonwealth of Virginia. 


May 11, 1960. 
Re S. 3193 and its companion bill H.R. 11135. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DeAR SENATOR BIBLE: The Alexandria, Barcroft & Washington Transit Co.,, 
doing business as the A.B. & W. Transit Co. and the Washington, Virginia & 
Maryland Coach Co., Inc., doing business as the W.V. & M. Coach Co., Inc., in 
furtherance of a suggestion made by the Joint Committee on Washington Metro- 
politan Problems at its public hearing on May 6, 1960 herewith submit their 
joint statement. 

The A.B. & W. Transit Co. is a suburban motorbus company operating be- 
tween points and places in the District of Columbia, on the one hand, and, on 
the other, points and places in the Commonwealth of Virginia in the counties 
of Arlington and Fairfax and the city of Alexandria, via a network of routes. 

The W.V. & M. Coach Co., Inc., is a suburban motorbus company, independently 
owned and operated, and renders suburban bus passenger service between points 
and places in the District of Columbia, on the one hand, and, on the other, points 
and places in the counties of Arlington and Fairfax and the cities of Fairfax 
and Falls Church in the Commonwealth of Virginia, via a network of routes. 

A.B. & W. and W.V. & M. (hereinafter referred to as the Virginia companies) 
are authorized by the Interstate Commerce Commission to engage in the trans- 
portation of persons in interstate commerce between the District of Columbia 
and points and places in Virginia served by each of the companies’ routes. The 
Virginia companies are authorized by the State Corporation Commission of the 
Commonwealth of Virginia to engage in the intrastate transportation of per- 
sons within the Commonwealth over those portions of the interstate routes 
within the State of Virginia. Further, each of the said companies are author- 
ized by the District of Columbia Public Utilities Commission to engage in lim- 
ited intra-District operation. 

In addition to the foregoing the Interstate Commerce Commission, of recent 
date, authorized the W.V. & M. Coach Co. to render bus passenger service be- 
tween the CIA Building, Langley, Va., and the city of Washington, District of 
Columbia, and return. The coach company is presently awaiting authority from 
the Secretary of the Interior in order that the said service may be operated over 
the parkway which is a part of the route approved by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

A.B. & W. operates in excess of 225 modern motorbuses, employs approxi- 
mately 500 persons; and it and its predecessor have been engaged in the mass 
transportation of persons by motor vehicle since prior to 1921. 

The W.V. & M. Coach Co. operates 166 modern motorbuses in its fleet, em- 
ploys approximately 300 persons; and it has been engaged in the mass trans- 
portation of persons by motor vehicle since the year 1926. 

The Virginia companies oppose the bill in its present form but would have 
no opposition to the said biil if the amendments hereinafter proposed are 
adopted. The proposed amendments are set out as follows: 

1. On page 12, paragraph (4) of S. 5193, strike the last three words on 
line 16, namely, “of the Agency”. Place a period after the word “facili- 
ties” in line 16. 

It would appear that the proposed National Capital transportation agency 
or corporation, as the case may be, would desire to encourage or facilitate 





ful 
tio 
col 


cor 
rea 
mil 
lis! 

S 


of | 
me 





be- 

on 
ties 
S. 
itly 
ints 
ints 
‘fax 


ies) 
ans- 
nbia 
The 
the 
per- 
putes 
thor- 
lim- 


cent 
e be- 
et of 
from 

over 
nerce 


yrOxi- 
mass 


_, Ci 
Lrans- 


have 
d are 


‘ds on 
facili- 


gency 
‘jlitate 


NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1960 Q7 


the use of all transit facilities, whether they be publicly or privately owned 
or operated. One of the primary objectives of the legislation, it is be- 
lieved, is to establish an improved transportation system for the National 
Capital region. The maximum use of all types of facilities, it is suggested 
patently would be advantageous and beneficial. For these reasons, the 
suggested emphasis of agency facilities only should be deleted. 

2. Strike lines 4. 5, 6, 7, and 8, page 12, S. 3193, and insert in lieu thereof 

the following: 
“Provided, That the Agency shall not acquire the facilities, property, or 
rights-of-way of private transit companies and persona; or operate buses 
or similar motor vehicles or make agreements for the provisions of com- 
petitive motorbus services to private transit companies; but may make 
agreements for the provision of service which is auxiliary to services of 
private transit companies and persons”’. 

This amendment will allow greater flexibility by the agency during its 
existence to provide more adequate and reasonable services to the public. 
The amendment proposed will enable the agency to make agreements for 
the provision of service which is auxiliary to services of private transit 
companies and persons. Thusly, it is possible for the agency to make es- 
sential provisions for fringe operations that private transit operators find 
initially infeasible or uneconomical. The amended proviso also will pre- 
vent destructive competitive practices between agency operations, on the 
one hand, and, on the other, private transit operations, which practices in- 
evitably are inimical to the public interest. 

3. On page 17, line 18, strike, beginning with the second word from the 
end of the said line over and through “(2)” in line 19. ‘The proviso com- 
mencing with line 17, page 17, will thereafter read as follows: 

“Provided, That the provisions of section 204(b) (5) and 204(c) shall not 
apply to the Corporation”. 

The elimination of the proviso in section 205(a)(2) from the proviso of 
section 301(b) will insure to the corporation neither greater nor lesser pow- 
ers than the agency possessed. This would appear logical in that the cor- 
poration should not have greater powers than the agency to provide and 
establish an improved transportation system. 

4. On page 21, section 304(5), line 17, 8S. 3193, following the semicolon, 

insert : 
“Provided, That the Corporation shall not acquire the facilities, property, 
or rights-of-way of private transit companies and persons; or operate buses 
or similar motor vehicles or make agreements for the provisions of com- 
petitive motorbus services to private transit companies; but may make 
agreements for the provision of service which is auxiliary to services of 
private transit companies and persons ;”’. 

As observed earlier, the inclusion of this proviso merely continues the 
same functions, duties, and powers in the corporation that are invested in 
the agency. It is the belief of the Virginia companies that the agency or 
corporation can feasibly and advantageously achieve its ultimate objective 
through the utilization of existing transit facilities. 

5. Add to section 304(6), page 21, line 24, after the semicolon following 
the word “rights” the following insertion: “except as provided in section 
304(5)”. 

The addition of this exception is required in the legislation to avoid 
the inconsistency that would exist upon the acceptance of the suggested 
amendment to section 304(5). 

In addition to the specific amendments which have been submitted respect- 
fully, there are several additional matters requiring the committee’ considera- 
tion. These are firstly a clarification of the sentence beginning on line 5 and 
continuing through line 12 of page 24, S. 3193. 

Any free transportation would not only be costly to the operations of the 
corporation but could adversely affect existing private transit facilities. The 
reason for the insertion of this language in the bill is unknown. It is sub- 
mitted, however, that the corporation should operate profitably or certainly not 
ina manner that would adversely affect existing transit facilities by the estab- 
lishment and collection of fares less than at a compensatory level. 

Secondly there are no provisions in the proposed legislation for judicial review 
of any actions by the agency or the corporation. It would appear to be a funda- 
mental prerogative of the public to have resort to the courts to set aside arbi- 
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trary or capricious actions by agencies or administrators thereof. It would ap. 
pear further that all orders of a final nature, whether administrative in import 
or conclusive of property rights, such as routes or fares, should be reviewable 
in an established procedure before the courts. Actions of the Public Utilities 
Commission for the District of Columbia, the State Corporation Commission 
of the Commonwealth of Virginia, the Public Service Commission of the State 
of Maryland, and the Interstate Commerce Commission, are reviewable through 
appropriate procedures in the State and Federal courts. Clearly, this safe 
guard is in the public interest and provision therefore must be provided in the 
pending legislation. The procedure for the review of the orders of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission has, by the experience of these companies, been 
found acceptable and prompt. For these reasons, the same reviewable provi- 
sions for Interstate Commerce Commission’s actions is suggested for this 
legislation. 

The Virginia companies have also filed with the committee a copy of the 
judicial procedure sections of the Federal Power Act for the purpose of aiding 
the committee in drafting a judicial review section to the proposed legislation. 

Study to be made of section 102, “Declaration of Policy and Purpose,” 
beginning on page 2 through page 3 for the purpose of being certain that 
the declaration of policy and purpose fully states the exact reasons why 
this legislation is necessary. Principally this statute provides for an im- 
proved transportation system to and in and about the District of Columbia. 
The mass transportation plan points up the fact the growth of the areas in 
and about the District of Columbia will materially increase in population 
and the District of Columbia will not. Further, that the number of per. 
sons employed in the District of Columbia in 1960 (143,000), will be prac. 
tically the same in 1980 (table 4, MT plan, p. 17). 

Therefore it must be presumed that the additional hundreds of thousands 
of people residing in the greater metropolitan area will be employed out- 
side of the District of Columbia. If such is an undisputed fact, should not 
the superhighways be so laid out that the movement of persons in and be 
tween the surrounding areas to the District of Columbia be planned, de 
veloped, and given consideration in the inception of the program to be 
undertaken. 

Finally, reference is made respectfully to a report by Mr. Arthur Lazarus, 
a consultant for your committee, which report, in part, is printed at pages 101 
through 111 in a publication titled “Organization for Transportation in the 
National Capital Region—Selected Documents Prepared for the Joint Con- 
mittee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, Congress of the United States, 
April 1960.” Mr. Lazarus, at page 111 of the mentioned publication, had this 
to say in part concerning local transit facilities. 

“The existing transit companies are going concerns. They are healthy or- 
ganizations in an otherwise generally troubled industry. * * * The Virginia 
bus companies, the A. B. & W. Transit and W. V. M. Coach Co., have about 
doubled their operating route miles in the past 20 years to provide service in the 
erupting high density areas of Alexandria, Falls Church, and Arlington County, 
and to some extent over into Fairfax. An important service is also given 
between downtown Washington and governmental institutions in Virginia.” 

The Virginia companies concur in Mr. Lazarus’ views that the proposed 
Federal corporation or agency could assist existing local transit operators in 
many ways. One way demanding mention is working out with existing transit 
entities a viable formula for required feeder bus lines. 

It is believed the Federal Corporation or Agency will be in a good position to 
work toward obtaining the traffic improvements for which existing transit com- 
panies have unavailingly pleaded. 

The Virginia companies made a joint statement before this committee at its 
public hearings November 9-14, 1959, and in addition thereto at the committee's 
request submitted a supplemental statement. Senator Bible requested the 
Virginia companies in making their statement on the bills S. 3193 and H.R. 1113 
to refrain from duplication as to matters that are now a part of the record 
leading up to the proposed legislation. In furtherance of the foregoing, the 
Virginia companies deleted from their statements any such matters heretofore 
covered, more particularly, the matters formulating the basis of the conclusions 
reached and set out by Mr. Lazarus on page 111 of this committee’s report of 
selected documents. 
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The Virginia companies rely upon the fact that this committee will write into 
the final draft of this bill, a provision corresponding in principle to the con- 
clusions set out by Mr. Lazarus in paragraph No. 4, page 111 of the report, 
referred to hereinabove, wherein Mr. Lazarus recommended that, ‘““Compensate 
transit companies for losses expected on existing routes paralleling rail rapid 
transit.” The Virginia companies request the inclusion of a provision such as 
that recommended by Mr. Lazarus for in the event that the Corporation was 
to extend its operations into the Commonwealth of Virginia paralleling the exist- 
ing routes and/or routes of either of the Virginia companies that it would be 
reasonably foreseable that the Virginia companies would be damaged and as 
a result thereof, should be adequately compensated. 

The Virginia companies are ready, willing, and able to expand its operations 
to cover all phases of motor-passenger bus transportation, wherever needed in 
the area within which it is authorized to operate both by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission of the United States of America and State Corporation 
Commission of the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

Principally, the Virginia companies are interested in their survival and in 
essence the Budget Bureau bill, as drafted, provides for the continuation of 
private enterprise in mass transit. However, the Virginia companies urge the 
committee to adopt their proposed amendments, for without those amendments, 
the Virginia companies and all other bus-passenger transportation companies 
in the metropolitan area of the District of Columbia will always be faced with 
the possibility of their being forced out of business. Any such thinking imposed 
upon the Virginia companies must, of necessity, cause them to restrict their 
growth and investment. 

In closing, the A.B. & W. Transit Co. and the W.V. & M. Coach Co. wish 
to thank the committee for the courtesy extended to them in affording them 
the opportunity to be heard and to make their objection to the present draft of 
the bill known to the committee. 

A.B. & W. TRAnNsitT Co., 
By Rosert T. MITCHELL, 
Executive Vice President. 
W.V. & M. CoacH Co., INc., 
ANTOINETTE M. ARNOLD, 
President. 


NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION, 


Washington, D.C., May 11, 1960. 
Mr. FREDERICK GUTHEIM, 


Staff Director, 


Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problenis, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR MR. GUTHEIM: This letter is to clarify a point raised at the hearings 
on §. 3193 by the Washington, Virginia, and Maryland Coach Co. representative 
on May 5. 

The question concerned the 35 percent increase in peak hour automobile traffic 
estimated for trips to downtown by 1980 if rapid transit is not provided, and 
the estimate that Federal employment would be at the same level in 1980 as 
today in the downtown area. Both points are correct. 

While Federal employment downtown remains at about 143,000, other em- 
ployment is expected to grow from 172,000 to 211,000. The total gain is 12 per- 
cent or 39,000 jobs. As shown in table 18 of our report, the additional workers 
together with other changes in travel habits will cause the number of peak hour 
persons arriving by automobile to increase, in the absence of improved transit, 
from 105,000 to 140,000 or approximately 35 percent. The number of vehicles 
would increase a like percentage. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. E. FIntey, Director. 

The CHarrman. The last witness is Mr. Charles Carroll Carter, 
president of the Sommerfeld Machine Co. 


Weare very glad to have you with us. 

Representative Broyuim.. Mr. Chairman, before he proceeds, I 
would like to in the way of introduction to the committee that, as 
I understand it, Mr. Carter is the originator or the creator of the idea 
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to use existing rail facilities around the metropolitan area of Wash- 
ington as an improvement to our transportation problem. 

I know from my own personal knowledge and observation that he 
has spent many, many hundreds of hours in work and study of this 
particular problem, and I think he’s an extremely able and capable 
person and can be a lot of help to the committee in any observations 
he would care to make. 

The Carman. I might say that is a very fine introduction to you, 
Mr. Carter, and after that introduction now you had better live up 
to the advance billing. 

So you just go right ahead and make your observations. We are 
delighted to have you with us. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES CARROLL CARTER, PRESIDENT, 
SOMMERFELD MACHINE CO., BRADDOCK, PA. 


Mr. Carrer. Congressman Broyhill, thank you very much for say- 
ing those kind things, sir. 

Gentlemen, if I may introduce myself to you, I am Charles Carroll 
Carter, president of the Sommerfeld Machine Co. in Braddock, Pa. 

My company is a subsidiary of the John F. Casey Co. of Pitts. 
burgh, Pa. 

What I have done is given you a summary of my statement along 
with the prepared statement. 

The CHatrman. The prepared statement will be incorporated in 
full at this point in the record, Mr. Carter, and then if you will just 
proceed in your summary. 

Mr. Carrer. I will merely comment on my statement. 

The Casey Co., gentlemen, i is a long- established heavy construction 
company with more than 60 years experience in all types of railroad 
construction. My comments are principally concerned with the rail 

rapid transit aspect of this bill and of the mass transportation survey. 

By way of background, I was a Washingtonian until moving to 
Pittsburgh and have been active and interested in a W ashington “rail 

rapid transit system for more than 7 years. 

I received a corporation charter in Virginia in 1953 to operate just 
such a company using under that plan the existing railroad rights- 
of-way that. were in the metropolitan area. 

I don’t believe that any charter or organization predates us on 
this. The recommended system is much larger in scope than anything 
that we had planned. 

To summarize, I would like to make these five positive points to 
you and then I would like to invite eietatan 

One, we recommend the passage of S. 3193 with the changes and 
amendments noted in the attached statement that you have. The 
changes for the most. part simplify the organization and allow it to 
function more simply ; 

Two, the rapid transit system is essentially a railroad problem and 
in its initial stages a railroad construction problem. It requires the 
talents of railroad men. You will be glad to hear that our organiza- 
tion is one of what must be many private firms capable to design, con- 
struct, operate and manage our new rail rapid transit system ; 

Three, the rail rapid transit system must be the undertaking of a 
private commercial company. It should be a single system; no di- 
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vided authority. A private commercial company will have the flexi- 
bility and broad executive and administrative ability to cope with a 
multiplicity of interjurisdictional and interagency problems. There 
is nothing about the nature of the undertaking or the scope of the 
system that necessitates its being a Government undertaking. This 
bill must not be used to put the Government in another business. 

Four, we recommend quick action on the bill and quick action to 
start the rail rapid transit system. This $465 million system will in 
5 years cost. $38 million more if prices increase at the same rate as 
they did 1954 to 1958. This system increases in cost on the average of 
$600, 000 per month or $20,000 for each calendar day because of rising 
prices ; 

Five. We are prepared to organize the Washington Rapid Transit 
Co. staffed with competent engineers, railroad construction and 
operating men and railway equipment manufacturers, all from com- 
panies of national importance, to implement this bill. 

I would like to invite your questions. 

The Cuatrman. I very much appreciate your statement, Mr. 
Carter. I don’t believe I have any questions. 

I know you have spent a lot of time on this problem and you have 
furnished us with a full statement and a very splendid summary of 
what is contained in your full statement. 

Possibly Congressman Broyhill has some questions. 

Representative Broyniu.. Just a couple briefly. You say you rec- 
ommend passing the bill, and yet you also say or state that you don’t 
think the Federal Government should get in the transportation 
business. 

The bill, the net effect of the bill is to pretty much put the Gov- 
ernment in the transportation business is it not? 

Mr. Carrer. We had hoped that the language that was alluded to 
earlier, namely that the Government would not operate these facilities, 
would indeed be the intent of the bill. 

Representative Broynimn. It would be a coordinating agency. 

You say the John F. Casey Co. is in position to operate a transit 
system here. 

Mr. Carrer. Yes, sir. 

Representative Broyuini. You of course mean utilize existing rail 
facilities or construction of additional rail facilities ? 

Mr. Carrer. Both, that we would initially try to incorporate into 
the mass transportation plan the existing facilities pending the build- 
ing and construction of the facilities that would unquestionably 
come from implementation of the design in the mass transportation 
survey. 

Representative Broyuitt. Have you got commitments from the 
railroad, for the use of the rails and also for providing the coaches 
and the facilities, the cars? Have you made any arrangements in 
that regard ! 

Mr. Carrer. In that, we have made arrangements to have as- 
surances of equipment manufacturers, and operating companies, op- 
erating railroad companies to assist us in building an organization 
and furnishing the necessary people and equipment. in order to car ry 
out this undert taking, yes, sir. 


Representative Broyuttz. Do you need any Federal subsidy or 
assistance ? 





102 NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1960 


Mr. Carrer. The details of the arrangement that we would expect, 
Mr. Broyhill, are incorporated in my statement, and you will see 
on page 5 of my statement there it says: 


to back up and support these recommendations and to implement the language 
of this bill, we respectfully wish to advise Congress that the John F. Casey 
Co., of Pittsburgh, and other nationally important railroad and railway equip. 
ment companies associated with us are prepared to organize the Washington 
Rapid Transit Co. to design, construct, operate, and manage the rail rapid 
transit system here proposed. 


Assuming that we would be able to operate in an atmosphere where- 
by we could receive a fair rate of return on gross operating revenue, 
be able to build with grant appropriations as Congress provides, be 
able to operate in a manner that would enable us to attract capital, 
maintain the best in service and equipment and indeed be held ac- 
countable by our customers and by the Federal Government, we are 
prepared to incur the expense necessary to build the required organi- 
zation, to bring a rail rapid transit system to Washington. This is 
something that a private company can do. 

Representative Broyuiny. You say that you do that but then you 
say something about grant appropriations as provided by Congress. 
Then you would have to have funds from the Federal Government? 

Mr. Carter. Why, of course, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Is that all the questioning? 

Representative Broyuimu. Yes, sir. 

The Cyaan. I believe that is all, Mr. Carter. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CHAS. CARROLL CARTER BEFORE JOINT COMMITTEE ON WASHINGTON 
METROPOLITAN PROBLEMS 


I am Chas. Carroll Carter, president of Sommerfeld Machine Co., Inc., of 
Braddock, Pa. My company is a subsidiary of John F. Casey Co., of Pittsburgh, 
Pa. 

I wish to recommend passage of S. 3193 “National Capital Transportation 
Act of 1960.” It is a good bill. It will give Metropolitan Washington an inte- 
grated public transportation facility including a rail rapid transit system. 
Washington cannot be a great monumental world capital without a rail rapid 
transit system capable of moving the ever-increasing number of Federal em- 
ployees concentrated in specific work centers and neighborhoods. 

My interest and recommendation concern the rail rapid transit aspect of the 
total metropolitan transportation plan since I have actively worked on it since 
March 1953 and our approach is that of railroad and rapid transit men. 

With respect to the bill we wish to recommend the following specific changes, 
amendments and statements of legislative intent: 

1. The operating power of the Agency and the Corporation should not be 
further restricted by subjecting their actions to the approval of the several 
jurisdictions. There are sufficient other checks in the bill to assure protection 
of the best interests of the several States. 

We are dealing with an involved matter but solutions, if they are to work, 
must be essentially simple. Make the power of the Agency and Corporation 
clear but don’t take away their power. The authority of the Agency must 
be overall. Transportation in this metropolitan area is an areawide problem; 
solutions must be overall, not local. 

2. In keeping with the language on page 2, lines 14 to 19 “The Congress 
therefore declares that it is the continuing policy and responsibility of the 
Federal Government * * * to make full use of private enterprise wherever 
appropriate for the transportation of persons in the region ;’’ we wish to stress 
the importance of this policy and that the bill be implemented so as to carry 
out this policy. 

3. In section 202, Advisory Board, page 6 and beginning on line 2 “at least 
three of whom shall be residents of the National Capital region.” This language 
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should be deleted. Since we don’t yet have the system we want it’s absurd 
to think there is anyone in this area engaging in this business who would be a 
good adviser. It will obviously be necessary to seek men from other cities 
where they have rail rapid transit systems; men knowledgeable in this field. 

4. Section 202, Advisory Board, page 6, line 7: “Agency policies in connection 
with acquisition, design, and construction of facilites; fees for the use of Agency 
faclities and property ; planning and administration generally;”. This language 
must be confined to policies only. In being so specific it suggests an operating 
connotation. The actual design and construction of facilities should be the 
concern of the operating men franchised to take on the various aspects of the 
system. Planning and administration in the rail rapid transit portion of the 
system should certainly be within the scope of the operator’s franchise. 

“The transit development program provided in section 204 has all of the ap- 
provals, coordination, and controls necessary. Strike out the above-mentioned 
language of section 202 and section 204 accomplishes the same purpose. 

5. Section 2083 (a) and (b) should be deleted. This language will have the 
tendency to have the Agency spawn all sorts of advisory and coordinating com- 
mittees. Such committees will keep the Agency from operating in direct, simple, 
pusinesslike way. Decisionmaking will be hampered by these committees. 
There are other fiscal and organizational controls; there are sources of infor- 
mation available to the Administrator without giving him additional authority 
to establish still other committees. Even though the committees are advisory 
they tend to muddy the water. Again we urge that the organization remain 
as simple as possible. This is especially true here because of the multiplicity 
of jurisdictions, governmental bodies, municipal and State offices with whom 
coordination must be maintained. 

6. Section 205, functions, duties, and powers: (a) (2) on page 11, beginning 
at line 23, now reads in part as follows: “may operate all facilities acquired or 
constructed by it or may enter into agreements with Government agencies, 
private transit companies, railroads, or other persons for the operation of its 
facilities * * *” I recommend that the language “may operate” and “may enter 
into agreements with Government agencies” be stricken so as to preclude the 
Government from operating any part of this system. 

Here is a golden opportunity for Congress to implement our present policies 
of letting industry engage in those businesses that it can best operate. This 
bill must preclude the Government from entering into yet another business. To 
back up and support these recommendations and to implement the language of 
this bill we respectfully wish to advise Congress that the John F. Casey Co. 
of Pittsburgh, and other nationally important railroad and railway equipment 
companies associated with us, are prepared to organize the Washington Rapid 
Transit Co. to design, construct, operate, and manage the rail rapid transit 
system here proposed. 

Assuming we would be able to operate in an atmosphere whereby we could 
receive a fair rate of return on gross operating revenue: be able to build with 
grant appropriations as provided by Congress; be able to operate in a manner 
that would enable us to attract capital, maintain the best in service and equip- 
ment, and, indeed, be held accountable by our customers and by the Federal 
Government, we are prepared to incur the expense to build the required or- 
ganization to bring a rail rapid transit system to Washington. 


CHRONOLOGICAL List OF EVENTS AND EFrrorts oF CHAS. CARROLL CARTER TO BUILD 
A Rat Rapip TRANSIT SYSTEM IN METROPOLITAN WASHINGTON 


March 2, 1953: Conceived the idea of a Metropolitan Washington rail rapid 
transit system using existing railroad rights-of-way. 

March 28, 1953 : To ICC to obtain information on franchise. 

April 8, 1953: To Washington & Old Dominion Railroad to request trackage 
over their property for passenger use. 

May 23, 1953 : Requested Corporation Commission in Richmond, Va., to send in- 
formation to obtain corporate charter. 

May 23, 1953: Wrote Pennsylvania Railroad for information on passenger use 
of their local tracks. 

May 23, 1953: Wrote Baltimore & Ohio for information on making a passenger 
use of their tracks under K Street NW., in suburban Maryland from Anacostia 
to Silver Spring. 

May 29, 1953 : Saw Baltimore & Ohio Railroad in Washington. 
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May 30, 1953: Saw Pennsylvania Railroad officers in Washington; asked ques. 
tion: Can Pennsylvania tracks in metropolitan area be leased by a commuter 
service? 

June 18, 1953: To American Car & Foundry Co. to discuss equipment. 

June 21-27, 1953: To Atlantic City to inspect A.C.F, Talgo train equipment | 
and discuss applicability to commuter service. 

June 21, 19538: Saw Mr. P. W. Neff, general superintendent, transportation, 
Pennsylvania Railroad, Mr. H. B. Stetson, superintendent, passenger transpor. 
tation, Pennsylvania Railroad. 

June 28, 1953: Wrote Mr. W. C. Baker, vice president, Baltimore & Ohio, to 
request appointment. 

June 28, 1953: Started inspection of tracks in metropolitan area; walked 
over Pentagon tracks and 14th Street railroad bridge; went over schedules with 
tower operator. 

June 28, 1953: Letter from Pennsylvania Railroad saying arrangement un. 
desirable. 

June 30, 1953 : To ICC. 

July 13, 1953: To Mr. Baker, Baltimore & Ohio, Baltimore; no encouragement. 

July 16, 1953: Received charter for the Carter Rapid Transit Co. 

July 17, 1953: To Mr. S. Kerl, manager, Washington Terminal Co.; felt that 
railroads should have offered my proposed service years ago. 

July 17, 1953: Draft trackage agreement to Pennsylvania Railroad for use of 
tracks in this area. 

July 18, 1953: Wrote Richmond, Fredericksburg & Potomac Railroad for in- 
formation on use of their tracks and yards. . 

July 22, 1953: To Brotherhood of Railway Trainmen contacted all railveaal 
brotherhoods. 

July 31, 1953: Letter from U.S. Senator Frederick G. Paine suggesting a 
Washington rail rapid transit system would be of interest to Congressman Broy- 
hill and Congressman Hyde. 

August 19, 1953: Letter from Congressman Hyde asking to discuss my plan for 
passenger train commuter service. 

August-September 1953: Discussions with railroad brotherhoods and with 
equipment manufacturers. 

September 29, 1953: To Pennsylvania Railroad in Philadephia, Mr. Neff, Mr. 
Schwab, Mr. A. J. Greenough. 

October 26, 1953: Addressed board of managers of the Washington Terminal 
Co. to suggest use of Union Station in conjunction with areawide railroad rights- 
of-way. ' 

January 11, 1954: To Small Business Administiation to arrange equipment | 
loan for Carter Rapid Transit. 

January 12, 1954: Letter from Mr. A. J. Greenough of Pennsylvania Railroad, | 
he cannot recomme a the proposal. 

January 21, 1954: Saw Southern Railway, Mr. S. W. Brosnan, vice president; 
had no objection to proposal if Pennsylvania Railroad and Baltimore & Ohio 
had no objection. 

February 2, 1954: To Baltimore and meeting with Baltimore & Ohio general 
manager, assistant to vice president for operations, passenger manager, the 
Budd Co. 

February 4, 1954: Letter from Mr. A. J. Greenough. 

May 13, 1954: To Federation for Railway Progress; to Washington Board 
of Trade; to National Capital Planning Commission; to D.C. Public Utilities 
Commission, Mr. Robert McLaughlin. 

May 18, 1954: Saw Mr. A. J. Greenough in Philadelphia; said they would 
rather sell certain of their property rather than lease it. 

November 24, 1954: Washington Post does article on Carter Rapid Transit Co. 

November 28, 1954: Washington Post editorial scoffs at idea of rail rapid 
transit system. 

December 7, 1954: Letter from Congressman Broyhill saying proposal would 
receive very thorough consideration. 

December 21, 1954: Letter from Congressman De Witt S. Hyde that it would | 
be most appropriate to present the Carter Rapid Transit proposal to the study 
group to be formed to deal with areawide transportation survey. 

December 29, 1954: Met with the Board of Managers of the Washington 
Terminal Co. 

June 1955: To Montgomery County Council to request support for rail rapid 
transit system. 
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May 29, 1955: To Arlington County Board to request support for rail rapid 
transit system. 

July 3, 1955: To District Commissioners to suggest utilization of existing rail- 
road tracks for rapid transit system during streetcar and bus strike. 

April to July 1956: To Pennsylvania Railroad, Philadelphia, Mr. A. J. Green- 
ough, vice president, transportation and maintenance, to negotiate use of 
Rosslyn Connecting Branch to render service to Pentagon Building. 

June 1956: Negotiations with equipment dealers for rolling stock. 

June 20, 1956: To Pennsylvania Railroad, Baltimore, Mr. J. A. Schwab, 
regional manager, to negotiate use of local tracks. 

November 8, 1956: Further negotiations with Pennsylvania Railroad in Bal- 
timore and Philadelphia. 

January 9, 1957: To Mr. Kenneth M. Hoover, project director, mass trans- 
portation survey, to present our proposal for a system of transportation capable 
of serving the metropolitan area now and in the future with a rail system as 
its basis; to suggest the use of already installed and existing railroad rights- 
of-way as the basis for a future rapid transit system capable of serving the 
entire metropolitan area. 

February 1957: To Congressman Sid Simpson of Pennsylvania, Congressman 
Broyhill and Congressman Hyde to discuss organization of an operating com- 
pany to operate passenger commuter trains in Metropolitan Washington. 

February 11, 1957: To Congressman Broyhill, who showed great interest in 
our efforts to start a rail rapid transit system in Metropolitan Washington. 

February 22, 1957: To Congressman Broyhill and copies of a proposed bill 
to authorize granting of a franchise to us to operate a rail rapid transit system 
in Metropolitan Washington. 

March 5, 1957: Mass transportation survey recommends we present proposal 
to their staff engineers in April. 

March through May 1957: Further negotiations with the Pennsylvania Rail- 
road, Baltimore & Ohio Railroad and the Budd Co. 

March 12, 1957: Congressman Hyde recommends our idea to the mass trans- 
portation survey. 

May through November 1957: Further discussions with the Pennsylvania 
Railroad and Congressman Broyhill. 

May 20, 1957: To Philadelphia and the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen 
to discuss labor aspects of proposed system. 

May 24, 1957: To Southern Railway System. 

May 31, 1957: To U.S. Atomic Energy Commission to discuss contract to 
operate rail rapid transit to mew site in Gaithersburg, Md. 

October 1957: Advised congressional support for plan must wait for the 
final report of the mass transportation survey. 

June 28, 1957: To mass transportation survey as first person to present to 
them details of a rail rapid transit system for Metropolitan Washington using 
existing railroad rights-of-way as the basis for a system that could later be 
enlarged to serve the entire metropolitan area. 

July 1, 1959: Mass transportation survey recommends rail rapid transit sys- 
temas basis for area-wide transportation system. 


The CuatrMan. I believe this completes our witnesses for this 
afternoon. 

We will be in recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning and tomor- 
row we go from 10 to 12 and from 2 to 4. 

Mr. Reporter, put these two letters from the Pennsylvania Railroad 
and the B. & O. in the record. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 


THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD Co., 


Philadelphia, Pa., April 25, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 


U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR Brste: I have reviewed, and our legal department has also 


' Teviewed, the National Capital Transportation Act of 1960, submitted with your 


letter of April 8. 


In my judgment this is an excellent presentation of the problem and as an 
effort to accomplish a solution, probably is the best manner in which it can be 
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done. Therefore, I would recommend the passage of this legislation as quickly | 
as possible. 

It is my understanding that this legislation has never contemplated the con. 
demnation of railroad property, and perhaps the legislation is correct as it ig. 
However, our legal experts suggest that the following be inserted in line 6, page | 
12 of the bill, immediately after the semicolon: “or acquire by condemnation | 
the facilities, property, or rights-of-way of railroads;.” I don’t think this sug. 
gestion would be objectionable, and it certainly would clarify any intention. 

If I can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to call. 

Sincerely yours, : 
W. W. PAtTcHELt. 


THe BALTIMORE & OHIO RAILROAD Co., 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Baltimore, Md., April 21, 1960. 

Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear SENATOR BIBLE: In response to your letter of April 8, 1960, we haye ( 
examined Senate bill No. 3193, dealing with transportation of persons in the 


National Capital region. 
I understand that the bill is now pending before the Joint Committee on Wasb- 


ington Metropolitan Problems. This company is in accord with the general pur. g 
poses of this proposed legislation. It is apparent that Metropolitan Washington 
needs a carefully developed program of integrated mass transportation which J 


will make full use of and safeguard private enterprises now engaged in such 
transportation. The bill will provide the framework for the development of 
such a program. This company cannot, of course, commit itself in advance to 
the approval of any transit development program but will cooperate to the 
fullest extent in working with any agency created by this legislation for the 

purpose of developing such a program. ¢ 


Sincerely yours, 
H. E. Simpson. | a 


(Whereupon, at 4:05 p.m., the hearing in the above-entitled matter y 
was recessed, to reconvene at 10 a.m., Friday, May 6, 1960.) 
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FRIDAY, MAY 6, 1960 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
Joint CoMMITTEE ON WASHINGTON 
METROPOLITAN PROBLEMS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The joint committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:20 a.m., in room 
6226, New Senate Office Building, Senator Alan Bible (chairman) 
presiding. _ 

Present : Senator Bible; Representatives McMillan (vice chairman) 
and Broyhill. 

Also present: Hon. Donald J. Irwin, U.S. Representative from the 
4th District of Connecticut. 

Frederick Gutheim, staff director. 

The Cuarrman. The hearing will come to order. 

Our first witness this morning is Mr. O. Roy Chalk, president and 
chairman of the board of the D.C. Transit System. 

We are very happy to have you here, Mr. Chalk. Feel free to have 
any of your staff people or advisers join you at the witness table, if 
you will, please. 

You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF 0. ROY CHALK, PRESIDENT, D.C. TRANSIT SYSTEM, 
INC.; ACCOMPANIED BY HARVEY M. SPEAR, SPECIAL COUNSEL; 
AND JAMES H. FLANAGAN, VICE PRESIDENT 


Mr. Cuautk. Mr. Chairman and members of the joint committee, 
before proceeding with my testimony on the subject matter of today’s 
hearing, I wish to thank this committee for the opportunity of appear- 
ing before you to express the views of D.C. Transit on the most impor- 
tant problem facing the future of mass transit in the Washington 
metropolitan area. 

[ would like to compliment the members and staff of the joint com- 
mittee on the manner in which they have dealt with the problems 
raised by the mass transportation survey and plan since it was first 
presented to the joint committee last year. 

Their extraordinarily careful consideration is in sharp contrast to 
the lack of study and lack of careful consideration which has been 
given to the first step of the three-step proposal of the mass trans- 
portation plan. By the “first step” I refer to the so-called Area 
Compact Commission embodied in House Joint Resolution 402, on 
which a subcommittee of the House Judiciary Committee held brief 
and cursory hearings for less than 1 day in August 1959 and less than 
1 day in March 1960. 
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At the House hearings, we have shown that the proposed Area Com- 
pact Commission is discriminatory against the interests of the District 
of Columbia and favors the interests of the suburban communities of 
Virginia and Maryland. The source of the discrimination is in the 
composition of the membership of the proposed Commission. Under 
House Joint Resolution 402, the new Commission would consist of 
three Commissioners, each a political appointment from each of the 
three jurisdictions participating in the compact. Experience has 
taught regulated companies that, under similar circumstances, the 
downtown District interests would be outvoted and would suffer to 
the advantage of the suburban interests. 

As a suggestion to solve the discriminatory feature, we have urged 
that the Commission consist of at least five Commissioners, of which 
at least three be representatives of the District of Columbia. 

One final objection to House Joint Resolution 402, the first step in 
the tion plan, is that it is really rendered obsolete and cum- 
berseme by the proposals of the new legislation proposed here today. 
If the Area Compact Commission is created, it will only complicate 
and confuse the picture with another interim agency which will 
change the regulatory machinery all around only to be replaced itself 
in a few years. 

Turning now to the next steps in the transportation plan, we come 
to steps two and three which are embodied in S. 3193 and its com- 
panion bill, H.R. 11135. For ease of reference, since S. 3193 and H.R. 
11135 are identical, 1 will refer to both bills under the descriptive 
number of S. 3193. 

We, at D.C. Transit, are very much concerned about the proposals 
advanced in S. 3193. There is not much doubt that S. 3193 drastically 
and materially affects the interests of D.C. Transit. 

On August 15, 1956, D.C. Transit System received, with the unani- 
mous approval of the Congress, an exclusive franchise to operate the 
local mass transit system within the District of Columbia and between 
the District of Columbia and points within the Washington metro- 
politan area. 

At the time we received the franchise, we committed ourselves to 
fulfill all of the terms and conditions of the franchise. During the 
3 years since we received the franchise, we have kept our faith with 
the Congress. We have developed the finest transit system in the 
United States and, in fact, in the entire world. We have the largest 
fleet of air-conditioned, modern buses in the entire world. 

The Cuarrman. How many buses do you have now, Mr. Chalk? 

Mr. Cuak. 300 air-conditioned buses. 

The CuarrMan. 300 air-conditioned ? 

Mr. Cuatx. That is correct. 

The CuarrMan. You have other buses ? 

Mr. Cuaxx. In addition to our others, which comprise about 800, 
over 800. 

The CuarrMan. You have a total of about 1,100 buses? 

Mr. Cuaxk. 1,100, of which 

The Cuarrman. 300 are air conditioned ? 

Mr. Cuark. That is correct. More than 25 percent are air con- 
ditioned, and there is no comparable setup in the entire world, sir. 

Representative Broyuiy. Let me interrupt, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Chalk, how many streetcars do you still have operating? 

Mr. Cuatk. We are presently operating about 175. That is com- 
ing down from about 500. 

Representative Broyum. And as you eliminate the 175, will that 
also increase your motorbus fleet / 

Mr. Cuatk. That is correct. We are committed, as I will show you, 
to an additional 200 air-conditioned buses within the near future. 

The CHarrMan. You may proceed. 

Mr. Cuatk. This appears in my statement, as I proceed. 

We believe we have the most courteous and most efficient personnel 
of any transit system in the world. We believe we have the finest 
record of labor-management relations of any transit system in the 
world. 

As I have stated in prior testimony, we at D.C. Transit are fully 
aware of the tremendous transportation problems which face the 
District of Columbia both presently as the result of past growth and 
in the future as the result of anticipated substantial growth in its 
population. 

We have advanced our own solutions to some of the problems and 
we have submitted some of our proposals over the last few years 
to the Members of Congress on such subjects as transit lanes, stag- 
gered hours, fringe parking areas, rapid transit by rail and even 
on monorail. 

As the Members of Congress already know, we at D.C. Transit are 
not opposed to progress and change. In fact, we pride ourselves on 
having progressive, imaginative, and courageous transit management. 

Although we have proposed our own plans for solving some of the 
more serious problems, we are not opposed to solutions or proposals 
advanced by others. And so it is that, in keeping with our basic 
approach to all transportation problems, we are not unequivocally 
opposed to the concepts which motivate S. 3193. 

We do, however, have serious objections to several of the major 
provisions of S. 3193. 

At the outset, let me make clear beyond any doubt that we are in- 
clined to go along with any new thinking which will improve the 
transportation system of the Nation’s Capital, including any con- 
structive and meritorious legislation which is based upon principles 
of protecting private enterprise and preserving the rights of existing 
companies throughout the entire area. 

We are of the opinion that beneficial legislation can be worked out 
to solve not only the problems of Washington, but of all of the larger 
metropolitan areas throughout the United States. 

We feel that new modes of rapid transit are most desirable whether 
the same be by subway, surface rail, monorail, or any other mode 
which modern developments of science can bring about. 

In addition to the proposals of S. 3193 before this joint committee 
today, there is presently pending before other committees of the 
Congress, other proposed legislation which relates to the general sub- 
ject of Government assistance to mass transit service. 

For example, there have been introduced and are pending before 
the House Committee on Banking and Currency a group of bills (H. 
R. 10808, H.R. 10810, H.R. 10833, and H.R. 10863) which propose 
to establish a separate corporation within the Department of Com- 

55285—60-——_8 








110 NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1960 


merce to extend financial assistance to those State or local govern- 
ments or public authorities operating or providing transit or com- 
muter service in our major metropolitan areas. 

There has also been introduced and is pending before the Senate 
Committee on Banking and Currency a similar bill (S. 3278) which 
would, however, amend that part of the Housing Act of 1954 relating 
to urban planning grants and public facility loans also to assist State 
and local governments and their public instrumentalities in improv- 
ing mass transportation services in metropolitan areas. 

All of these bills propose certain findings on the general subject of 
mass transit needs and requirements in all of the major metropolitan 
areas of the United States, which are of interest to and directly 
applicable to the transit problems of the Washington metropolitan 
area. 

After studying all of the proposed findings in those bills and after 
studying further their relationship to the transit problems of the 
District, certain facts appear indisputable. 

For example, approximately 65 percent of the Nation’s population 
lives in the city-suburban complexes which make up our major metro- 
politan areas. This percentage is expected to increase even as the 
total population expands, and this heavy concentration of people must 
move in and out of the urban centers in order to work, shop, attend 
school, and fulfill recreational and cultural needs. 

Unless much of this increase in volume of passenger traflic can be 
diverted to modes of mass transit service, whether railroad, railway, 
subway, monorail, motor carrier, or other known or hereafter to be 
developed modes of mass transit service, the serious situation facing 
our major metropolitan areas in their fight for economic survival 
will become critical. 

The national defense depends to a large extent on maintaining 
efficient access to defense industries, research centers, universities, and 
medical centers situated in our major metropolitan areas. Trans- 
portation ee in such areas imperils such access and consti- 
tutes an impediment to efficient interstate transportation. 

The civil defense depends to a large extent on maintaining ade- 
quate mass transit facilities for the rapid evacuation of our major 
metropolitan areas. 

The heavy reliance upon the private automobile and public road- 
way for travel to, within, and from the urban centers of our major 
metropolitan areas aggravates transportation congestion, adds to the 
serious financial problems confronting the operators, both public and 
private, of mass transit facilities and. imperils the national and civil 
defense. 

Efficient carriage, distribution and delivery of the mails is substan- 
tially prejudiced by transportation congestion in our major metro- 
politan areas. 

The cost of regulating traffic movement, widening, maintaining, and 
improving streets and other roadways, and providing adequate off- 
street parking for the volume of traffic which would result if only 
private vehicles were to be used for transportation purposes within, 
to and from the urban centers of our major metropolitan areas would 


be so high that no municipality could economically finance the cost 
thereof. 
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Preservation of mass transit services and further development of 
such services in our major metropolitan areas have become a matter 
of national public necessity. 

Unless capital can be provided to maintain and modernize mass 
transit facilities, and to expand mass transit service to newly de- 
veloped suburban areas, these critical needs cannot be met. 

Transit systems in the major metropolitan areas of our country are 
the economic lifeline of our great Nation. 

It is in the public interest that mass transit service be provided 
by private enterprise wherever possible. 

In view of the above factors, we at D. C. Transit have come to the 
conclusion that S. 3193 is not adequate to meet the mass transit prob- 
lems faced by the District and by all major metropolitan areas in the 
United States. It is not only not adequate in the solutions reached 
by the bill, but it is also not adequate in the procedures adopted to 
meet those problems which the bill does attempt to deal with. 

Many persons have criticized S. 3193 without providing substitute 
affirmative proposals that will solve the problems dealt with by the 
bill. We of D. C. Transit are today prepared not only to criticize 
the provisions of S. 5193 but also to propose our own bill either as a 
substitute or as a complement to S. 3193. 

Before discussing our affirmative proposal, I would like to review 

with the joint committee the defects which we see in the major pro- 
vision of 8. 3193. 
November 1959 hearings on the transportation plan itself, mosi of 
the important witnesses, including those representing D. C. Transit, 
agreed upon the basic principle that the only way to achieve an im- 
proved transportation system for the National Capital region was to 
provide for unified and integrated operation of all mass transit fa- 
cilities in the area. This principle would apply not only to trans- 
portation facilities of the private mass transit companies presently 
operating in the area, but also to unification and integration of all 
such facilities with any new subway facilities which might be con- 
structed by the government under any new proposed legislation. For 
maximum efficiency, such unification and integration must be area- 
wide. To face the problem of unification and integration realistically, 
there must ultimately be a single operator of all mass transit facili- 
ties and services within the National Capital region. 

The question as to whether there should be a unified and integrated 
operation of all mass transit facilities in the area is one which should 
be and, in fact, must be faced in these hearings on the proposed bill. 

Assuming, as we must, that there will inevitably have to be a single 
operator of all mass transit facilities in the National Capital area, 
the next question raised is one of who that operator should be. Con- 
ceptually, there are two choices—public operation or private opera- 
tion. During the November 1959 hearings we at D. C. Transit stated 
at great length our unequivocal opposition to the concept of public 
ownership and public operation, 

Accepting for the moment the principle that private operation is 
preferred over public operation, the question then arises as to the 
identity of the private operator. On this subject, Congress has al- 
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ready spoken. In our franchise, the act of July 24, 1956, Congress 
gave D.C. Transit the exclusive right to operate ull mass cc 
tion services within the Washington metropolitan are In addi- 


tion, Congress said in our franchise that if we do farsa the Wash- 
ington area with a “good transportation system,” the Congress of the 
United States would “maintain a continuing interest. in the welfare 
of the corporation and its investors.” Clearly then, Congress has 
already stated on the record and by contract with D.C. Transit that 
it intends the mass transit system of Washington to remain in pri- 
vate operation and that such private operation shall and must be 
the corporation designated in the act of July 24, 1956, D.S. Transit 
System, Inc. 

We at D.C. Transit are not unaware that some of the local bus 
companies in the suburban areas dispute our claim to the right to 
operate all mass transportation facilities in the area including the 
proposed new subway system when it becomes necessary that they all 
become part of a single operation on a unified and integrated system 
basis. We are not unmindful of the claims of the suburban bus com- 
panies. Accordingly, we are prepared to suggest that, notwithstand- 
ing the exclusive right in our franchise, if a new subway system were 
to be constructed, we would be prepared to sit down and work out 
an agreement with the other private mass transit companies operat- 
ing in the area for the joint operation by all of the companies in the 
area, on the basis of a unified and integrated plan of operation, of all 
of the transit facilities in the area, including the new subway system. 

In an effort to reach a harmonious settlement of the problem of 
the unification and integration of all private mass transit companies 
in the area, we at D.C. Transit are even prepared to place the joint 
operational agreement plan ahead of the right of D.C. Transit to be 
the sole operator of all mass transit facilities in the area after the 
construction of the proposed subway. In the event, however, that 
on or before a given date to be agreed upon, no such joint oper: ational 
agreement has been entered into between the private companies in 
the area, then we do believe that the Congress would and should, under 
the proposed subway bill, have no alternative but to require that a 
plan be submitted to Congress for the operation of the subway by 
the company designated in ‘the act of July 24, 1956 (i.e. D.C. Transit). 

The Calman. Right at that point, Mr. Chalk, and just reading 
this for the first time and reflecting on it here, you in fact, would 
give the D.C. Transit a veto over any agreement, wouldn’t you? If 
you are not satisfied with the agreement on joint ‘operation, ‘then the 
alternative is, the only thing that C ongress can do is require the 
operation of the mass ‘transportation system by D.C. Transit. Isn’t 
this what you are saying? 

Mr. Cuatx. This is almost what I am saying, but not quite that, 
for this reason, I believe that the rule of reason and unreasonableness 
will apply to such negotiations. In other words, I don’t feel that 
D.C. Transit, or any other transit system, has the right to be un- 
reasonable, and that Congress can well be the judge of the reason- 
ableness of any such negotiations. 

The CuatrMan. I agree that your proposal has certain merit in it. 
But then you say: 
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* * * then we do believe that the Congress would and should, under the pro- 


posed subway bill, have no alternative but to require that a plan be submitted 
to Congress for the operation of the subway by the company designated in the 
act of July 24, 1956 (i.e., D.C. Transit). 

In other words, you say if they can’t agree on joint operation—if I 
understand this correctly—if they can’t agree on joint. operation, then 
the Congress has no alternative except to give the operation to you. 
Isthis what you are saying here ? 

Mr. Cuaik. Mr. C hairman, sir, we maintain and we feel there is 
no doubt that we have been granted certain rights by Congress. We 
have the right to hold those rights; and before giving them up, we 
have the right to negotiate. 

The Cuatrman. IL understand. 

Mr. Cnatkx. And we may at that time decide whether we want to 
give them up. But we will give a fair opportunity for negotiation. 
We do not give up our rights, sir. 

The Cuarrman. I recognize that. I recognize the legal position 
you take. You say you have contract rights and that you have a 
franchise from the Congress of the United States and that you in- 
tend toenforce those rights. 

The only thing I am saying 1s that, in effect, if you do not have a 
right—if you do not arrive at an agreement with the bus companies 
in Vi irginia and with the Subway Authority, whatever it is, whether 
it is an agency or whether it is by compact, then you say, “We, in 
effect, have a veto over this.” Isn't this what you are saying? 

Maybe it isn’t. I am not trying to put words in your mouth. 

Mr. Cuaxx. I will put it this way, although it could be interpreted 
the way you stated, sir. 

The CuarrMan. I may be wrong. I want to be corrected. 

Mr. Cuark. I will put it this way: that if the negotiations for one 
reason or another of an unreasonable character, or reasonable—let’s 
put it either way—do not come to fruition where a contract is con- 
cluded, the matter is to be submitted to Congress. 

This is what I have said. 

And [ think that Congress would have some jurisdiction because 
I have said a plan be submitted to Congress for the operation of the 
subway by the company designated in the act. of 1956. 

I think the final answer hes with Congress. This implies a review 
of the project by Congress, a review of the negotiations by Congress. 

The Cramman. Congress, after reviewing that, could conceivably 
place the operation of the entire mass transit system under what you 
are just saying, in an independent agency or in a Federal corporation, 
or allow it to go to compact. 

Mr. Coax. Thatistrue,sir. You could do it right now. 

The Cnatrman. I see. Very well, I just wanted to clarify your 
position. 

Mr. Cuavtx. Mr. Chairman, I would like at this point to hand up 
to each member of this joint committee an amendment to S. 3193 
which we would like to propose. 

The Cuarrman. We are very happy to have the amendment. It 
may be made a part of the record at this point, Mr. Chalk, for the 
consideration of the committee. 

Mr. Cuauk. Yes, sir. 
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(The amendment referred to is as follows :) 
[S. 3193, S6th Cong., 2d sess. ]} 


AMENDMENTS Intended to be proposed by ~--------~--~-- to the bill (S. 3193) 
to aid in the development of a unified and integrated system of transportation 
for the National Capital region, and for other purposes, viz: 


On page 3, between lines 2 and 3, insert the following : 

“The Congress also finds that to achieve an improved transportation system 
of persons in the National Capital region, it is necessary to provide for the 
construction or acquisition of additional mass transit facilities in the region and 
further to provide for unified and integrated operation of all mass transit 
facilities in the region, including under such unified and integrated operation 
both the additional faciltes to be constructed or acquired and the existing facili- 
ties of all private mass transit companies presently operating in the National 
Capital region.” 

On page 11, line 9, after “property,” insert “real and personal, tangible and 
intangible,”. 

On page 11, line 11, after “property,” insert “real and personal, tangible and 
intangible,”. 

On page 11, line 13, after “property,” insert “real and personal, tangible and 
intangible,”’. 

On page 12, line 4 beginning with “Provided” strike out through line 8. 

On page 12, between lines 8 and 9, insert the following : 

“(3) shall, on or before June 30, 1961, enter into an agreement with the 
private mass transit companies operating in the National Capital region 
for the joint operation by such companies, on the basis of a unified and 
integrated plan of operation, of the facilities, property and rights-of-way to 
be acquired or constructed under paragraph 1 of this subsection and of all 
of the facilities, property, rights-of-way and any and all other property, real 
and personal, tangible and intangible, owned by such companies. In the 
event that, on or before June 30, 1961, no such joint operation agreement 
has been entered into, then the Agency shall submit to Congress for its 
approval and for such implementing legislation as may be necessary, a plan 
for the operation of the facilities, property and rights-of-way to be ac- 
quired or constructed under paragraph 1 of this subsection, by the company 
authorized to provide mass transit services to the Washington Metropolitan 
Area by the Act of July 24, 1956, 70 Stat. 598, which plan shall provide 
for fair and just compensation to all such private mass transit companies 
as shall be damaged as the result of the acquisition, construction or opera- 
tion of the facilities, property or rights-of-way described in paragraph 1 
of this subsection.” 

On page 12, beginning with line 9, renumber paragraphs 3 through 12 as 
paragraphs 4 through 13, respectively. 

On page 17, line 18, beginning with “and the” strike out through “Corporation” 
in lines 19-20. 

The CHarrman. You may proceed. 

Mr. Cuatx. This amendment would provide that on or before June 
30, 1961, the Agency proposed in S. 3193 shall enter into an agreement 
with all the private mass transit companies operating in this area for 
the joint operation by all such companies, on the basis of a unified and 
integrated plan of operation, of all new facilities, such as a new sub- 
way, to be acquired or constructed by the Agency. 

In the event that, on or before June 30, 1961, no such joint opera- 
tion agreement has been entered into, then the Agency must submit to 
Congress for its approval and for such implementing legislation as 
may be necessary a plan for the operation of all new facilities by the 
company previously authorized by Congress to provide mass transit 
services to the Washington metropolitan area by the act of July 24, 
1956. That company is, of course, D.C. Transit. 

Our proposed amendment also provides that. any private mass 
transit company damaged by the acquisition or construction by the 
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Agency of new facilities shall receive just compensation for any such 
damages. 

There has been some discussion both in these hearings and in the 
November 1959 hearings before this joint committee that it might 
be possible to operate publicly owned subway facilities in the Wash- 
ington area without damaging the operations of the private mass 
transit companies presently operating in the area. 

Any such thought is totally unrealistic. The transportation market 
in the Washington area is basically a single market. Private transit 
companies could not survive if they were forced to operate in com- 
petition with a competitive subway system. 

The transit network of D.C. Transit is like a large tree with a 
sustaining trunk and numerous branches fed and kept alive by the 
trunk. ‘The proposed subway system would cut out our trunk and 
leave us a lot of unconnected branches. It was never contemplated 
by the act of July 24, 1956, that D.C. Transit become a feeder line 
for another transit system. We are a trunkline operation and have 
been making our investments and our planning based upon such trunk- 
line operation. It would be manifestly unfair and unconstitutional 
to take away the rights given us for trunkline operation. 

The Cuatrman. I recognize you have a different operation than the 
two Virginia bus companies, but if I understood them correctly yes- 
terday, they said there was nothing inconsistent in their operation 
and the operation of a mass transportation system that involved @ 
subway. 

I think they said they could very easily operate as a feeder system 
off the main trunk. 

Of course, I take this to say that you are in a different position and 
that you could not operate in competition with a subway system that 
was operated by a Federal Corporation. In other words, you both 
can’t be here in the same area. 

Mr. Cuaux. This is correct. 

The Cuarrman. Is that what you are saying? 

Mr. Coax. This is, I am sorry to say, a case of inability to coexist. 
The suburban lines are different than our line. They are presently 
feeder lines. We are presently a trunkline, with branches of our 
own feeding us and suburban lines likewise feeding us. 

But there is your basic difference. This is without, in any manner, 
taking offense at our suburban—— 

The Cuarrman. I understand. 

Mr. Cuax. I am not trying to characterize our suburban friends 
in any fashion, but this is the fact. They feed into our system. Our 
system is the basic trunkline. It is our concept that you can’t have 
two trunklines existing in this city. We just don’t have that amount 
of traffic. There is not that amount of population. 

It is not the city of New York where you have a separate subway 
system and a separate bus system. We haven’t that type of popula- 
ton. 

The CHarrman. What you are saying is that you have to have one 
or the other ? 

Mr. Cuatk. That is correct. 

The Cuatrman. Very well. 


Mr. Cuatx. Although S. 3193 takes _— pains to avoid giving 
the temporary Agency any power to condemn existing bus companies 
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or their properties, it nevertheless permits the immediate construction, 
acquisition, and operation of other transit facilities such as a subway 
system. Although it might be argued that this does not constitute 
direct frontal condemnation or confiscation of our property, it does 
cause the same damages to D.C. Transit as if it were a direct con- 
demnation because it is in a sense an indirect condemnation of the 
properties of D.C. Transit by confiscation of the market of the 
company. 

We are opposed to the creation of any competitive governmental 
agency engaging in mass transit in such fashion as to invade the D.C, 
Transit market which was awarded to us by the Congress of the 
United States and which was accepted and relied upon by us in good 
faith. 

One of the most serious defects in S. 3193 in its present vague and 
general form is that the bill is not definite enough in its proposals 
to solve the transit problems presently facing us in the District, 

For example, titles III and IV of 8S. 3193 provide that in 3 years 
a tristate Authority or Federal Corporation will be created with un- 
limited power to condemn and take over all or any part of the private 
mass transit companies in the area. 

The effect which the threat of ultimate condemnation will have on 
the-ability ofthe private companies during the 3-year interim period 
to’ finance their. future operations and plans is self-evident. During 
the interim period, all future planning of the private mass transit 
companies will have to be suspended. Improvement and expansion 
of services will have to be suspended. 

Purchase of new equipment will be impossible. The present. plan 
of D.C. Transit to convert its remaining street railways to bus service 
will have to be reexamined. And the present equipment, maintenance 
and replacement program will have to be reviewed. 

We are opposed to the imposition of a period of indecision which 
would interfere with the long-range planning of D.C. Transit pur- 
suant to its franchise. 

Since D.C. Transit has acquired its franchise from Congress in the 
act of July 24, 1956, it has built the most modern and efficient air- 
conditioned transit system in the world. 

It believes its plans for future expansion and improvement are the 
most progressive and modern yet conceived by transportation en- 
gineers. To build this system, D.C. Transit has already undertaken 
financial commitments for capital expenditures alone of in excess 
of $13 million. 

In addition to the 300 new buses purchased and delivered to date, 
D.C. Transit has committed itself to purchase an additional 200 new 
air-conditioned buses in 1961 and 1962 at an additional cost of $7 
million, a commitment which will have to be reexamined if serious 
consideration is given to the provisions of titles 2, 3, and 4 as contained 
in 8. 3193. In addition to the $20 million of capital expended and 
committed for new, modern equipment, D.C. Transit is presently 
completing arrangements for the most modern maintenance base 
in the world at a cost of an additional $7 million. 

In order to finance this $27 million over a long term, D.C. Transit 
must be able to assure its banks and financial institutions that it will 
be able to protect them against loss in property values from con- 
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demnation, confiscation, or any other form of direct or indirect dam- 
age to the property values of the company. 

Moreover, if D.C. Transit is to continue its present plans of im- 
provement and expansion of services, we must know where we are 
going and what will happen to us under the new legislation. The 
proposals ¢ of titles III and LV of S. 3193 are so vague and uncertain 
in protecting the property rights of existing private mass transit 
companies that we do not know where we are going nor what will 
happen to the company if the legislation is passed. 

Our greatest concern at D. C. Transit is that after 3 years, the 
magnificent properties and equipment of D.C. Transit may be ac- 
quired by the governmental authority by condemnation. D.C. Trans- 
it urges the Congress not to leave the matter of what will happen in 
3 years So vague ‘and undecided, but rather that we all face that issue 
immediately and at this time. 

We at D.C. Transit are opposed to public ownership or public oper- 
ation of the mass transit system in the Nation’s Capital. But the 
one thing that is even worse than ultimate public ownership in 3 
years is the requirement that during a suspense period of 3 years, 
we try to operate the system privately while being told that ultimately 
we are to be condemned and acquired by the governmental authority. 
No private enterprise can operate under such a threat. 

Another problem raised by the condemnation provisions of titles 
HI and LV of S. 3193 is that the proposed bill contains no formula 
for the measurement of damages or compensation to the private com- 
panies in the event of condemnation. If the matter of damages or 
compensation is not specified in the act, endless and bitter litigation 
will result. 

But what is more important to the immediate future is that if such 
litigation looms as a threat, all private companies in the area will 
have to suspend all expenditures and planning and helplessly await 
the final condemnation decree. 

From such a state of affairs, there will be only confusion and chaos 
in transportation in the Washington area. 

Ser ious thought should be given to providing in titles ITT and IV 
of S. 3193 that in the event of acquisition of any of the properties 
of the mass transit companies in the area by condemnation, and in 
the event of any other damages to any of such companies, they will 
be compensated therefor by payments based upon the fair market 

value of their properties, computed upon the going concern value 
thereof and their respective earning capacities. Although we feel 
this is implicit in the condemnation provisions of 5. 3195, it should 
be affirmatively stated in specific terms to minimize litigation in the 
years ahead. 

If the Congress feels that single operation and single ownerhsip 
of all transit facilities in the area is inevitable, all private mass 
transit companies should be advised immediately and should be per- 
mitted to suspend all plans and prepare for public ownership. 

As we testified at great length in November 1959, we, at D.C. Trans- 
it, do not believe that public ownership should be inevitable or that 
it is even necessary. ‘To cope with the problem, we have prepared 
a bill which differs from the concepts contained in S. 3193 and which 
provides a plan whereunder private companies can themselves build 
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or construct all necessary transit facilities, including, if necessary, 
even a subway system, in Washington, D.C. 

Earlier in my testimony, I reviewed the problems and issues which 
I indicated were involved in today’s hearing and 8.3193. Westrongly 
urge that the amendment which I submitted in my testimony be 
made a part of S. 3193 and that all of the other changes discussed by 
us and the prior witnesses be included therewith. 

Unless such amendment is made in S. 3193, we would find S. 3193 
unacceptable and adverse to the best interests of transit service in the 
Washington area. 

As we indicated earlier today, however, we are not opposed to 
change or progress if it will solve the problems raised by the trans- 
portation plan. We believe we have a proposal which is a much 
bolder and more courageous attempt to deal with the problems than 
has yet been advanced by any of the official planning agencies or com- 
missions. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like at this time to hand up to the members 
of the joint committee and to discuss as part of my testimony a pro- 
posal which we at D.C. Transit are suggesting be called a National 
Mass Transit Act of 1960 

The Cuatrrman. The proposed act may be received and adopted by 
reference in the hearing at this point, Mr. Chalk. 

(The bill referred to 1s as follows :) 





A BILL To amend the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended, to provide for improvements 
in metropolitan mass transit facilities 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the Interstate Commerce Act, 
as amended, is hereby further amended by adding thereto the following part VI: 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT, PART VI 
SUBPART 1 
SHORT TITLE 
Sec. 611. This Act may be cited as the “National Mass Transit Act of 1960.” 


FINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF POLICY AND PURPOSE 


Sec. 612. The Congress hereby finds that— 

(a) approximately 65 per centum of the Nation’s population lives in the 
city-suburban complexes which make up our major metropolitan areas. 
This percentage is expected to increase even as the total population expands, 
and this heavy concentration of people must move in and out of the urban 
centers in order to work, shop, attend school, and fulfill recreational and 
eultural needs ; 

(b) unless much of this increase in volume of passenger traffic can be 
diverted to modes of mass transit service, whether railroad, railway, sub- 
way, monorail, motor carrier, or other known or hereafter to be developed 
modes of mass transit service, the serious situation facing our major metro- 
politan areas in their fight for economic survival will become critical ; 

(c) the national defense depends to a large extent on maintaining efficient 
access to defense industries, research centers, universities, and medical 
centers situated in our major metropolitan areas. Transportation conges- 
tion in such areas imperils such access and constitutes an impediment to 
efficient interestate transportation ; 

(d) the civil defense depends to a large extent on maintaining adequate 


mass transit facilities for the rapid evacuation of our major metropolitan 
areas ; 
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y, (e) the heavy reliance upon the private automobile and public roadway 
: for travel to, within, and from the urban centers of our major metropolitan 
areas aggravates transportation congestion, adds to the serious financial 
ch problems confronting the operators, both public and private, of mass transit 
ly facilities, and imperils the national and civil defense ; 
(f) efficient carriage, distribution, and delivery of the mails is substan- 
b tially prejudiced by transportation congestion in our major metropolitan 
y areas; 
(g) the cost of regulating traffic movement, widening, maintaining, and 
93 improving streets and other roadways, and providing adequate offstreet 
he parking for the volume of traffic which would result if only private vehicles 


were to be used for transportation purposes within, to, and from the urban 
eenters of our major metropolitan areas would be so high that no munici- 


to pality could economically finance the cost thereof ; 
ns- (h) preservation of mass transit services and further development of 
ch such services in our major metropolitan areas have become a matter of 


national public necessity ; 


an (i) unless capital can be provided to maintain and modernize mass transit 
m- facilities, and to expand mass transit service to newly developed suburban 
areas, these critical needs cannot be met; 
ars (j) it is in the public interest that mass transit service be provided by 
private enterprise wherever possible. 
rO- It is therefore the declared policy of the Congress that the needs of the commerce 
nal of the United States, of the postal service, of the national defense, and of the 
general health, safety, and welfare of the people of the United States require 
b that financial and other assistance be provided to operators of mass transit 
y facilities in our major metropolitan areas to aid them in acquiring, constructing, 
maintaining, repairing, renewing, and improving mass transit facilities, to permit 
them to furnish the type of mass transit service contemplated by this part and 
to insure that such mass transit service will be provided by private enterprise 
ents wherever possible. It is the purpose of this part to provide such assistance. 
ted DEFINITIONS 
—s Sec. 613. As used in this part— 


(a) the terms “operator” and “operator of mass transit facilities” mean 
any individual, firm, copartnership, corporation, company, joint stock asso- 
ciation, public authority, agency, or commission operating or duly authorized 
to operate mass transit facilities to, within, or from any urban center or 
within any major metropolitan area and include any trustee, receiver, 
assignee, or personal representative thereof ; 

(b) the terms “private operator” and “private operator of mass transit 
60.” facilities” mean any operator of mass transit facilities other than a public 
corporation, commission, authority, or agency ; 

(c) the term “mass transit facilities” means all buses, streetcars, rail- 
road, railway, subway, and monorail cars, other rolling stock, equipment, 


th office buildings, stations, parking areas for any and all types of vehicles, 
= terminals, maintenance shops, garages, carbarns, and other storage build- 
M4 ings, rights-of-way, tracks, tunnels, monorails, and any and all other prop- 


erty, real or personal, tangible or intangible, which may be useful for 
providing mass transit service; 

(d) the term “mass transit service” means the scheduled carriage, pur- 

suant to franchise, certificate, permit, or other governmental authority of 

1 be large numbers of individuals to, within, or from any urban center or within 


‘ban 
and 


sub- any major metropolitan area; 

ped (e) the term “urban center” means any municipality, city, town, village, 
>tro- or similar political subdivision which is within a major metropolitan area 
5 and has a population of 750,000 or more persons ; 

ient (f) the term “major metropolitan area” means any complex of cities, 
no towns, villages, or similar political subdivisions in the United States which 


is not more than 100 miles in diameter, includes at least one urban center, 
t to and has a population of 1,500,000 or more persons; 
(g) the term “Commission” means the Interstate Commerce Commission: 
uate (h) the term “State” means any of the several States or the District of 
itan Columbia: and the term “United States” means the several States and the 
District of Columbia. 
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POWERS OF STATES NOT AFFECTED 


Sec. 614. Nothing in this part shall be construed to affect the powers of taxa- 
tion of the several States or to interfere with the exercise by each State of its 
lawful powers in respect of intrastate commerce in such State. 


SUBPART 2 
GUARANTEE OF LOANS 


Sec. 621. In order to further the purpose declared in section 612 of this part, 
the Commission shall, subject to the provisions of section 622 of this part, 
guarantee in whole or in part any public or private lender, financing institution, 
or trustee under a trust indenture or agreement for the benefit of the holders 
of any securities issued thereunder, against loss of principal or interest on any 
loan, discount, or advance, or on any commitment in connection therewith, 
which may be made, or which may have been made, for the purpose of aiding 
any operator of mass transit facilities in the financing or refinancing (a) of 
expenditures for the acquisition or construction of mass transit facilities or (b) 
of expenditures for labor, materials, and any and all other costs incurred in 
maintaining, repairing, renewing, or improving mass transit facilities : Provided, 
That in no event shall the aggregate principal amount of all outstanding loans 
guaranteed by the Commission hereunder exceed $3,000,000,000 except that such 
aggregate may be increased at any time and from time to time by additiona] 
amounts aggregating not more than $500,000,000 if such increase or increases 
are approved by the President of the United States after a determination 
by him (having due regard to the general effect of such increase or increases 
upon the national economy) that such increase or increases is or are in the 
public interest and will not adversely affect the national economy. Each such 
guarantee shall be made in such form, on such terms and conditions, and 
pursuant to such regulations as the Commission deems necessary and which are 
not inconsistent with the provisions of this part. 


CONDITIONS AND LIMITATIONS 


Sec. 622. No guarantee shall be made under section 621 of this part— 

(a) if the terms of such loan permit full repayment more than fifty 
years after the date thereof ; 

(b) unless the Commission finds that without such guarantee, in the 
amount thereof, the operator of mass transit facilities would be unable to 
obtain necessary funds, on reasonable terms, for the purposes for which 
the loan is sought. 


MODIFICATION OF GUARANTEE 


Sec. 623. The Commission may consent to the modification of the provisions 
as to rate of interest, time of payment of interest or principal, security, if any, 
or other terms and conditions of any guarantee which it shall have entered into 
pursuant to this subpart, or the renewal or extension of any such guarantee, 
whenever the Commission shall determine it to be equitable to do so. 


PAYMENT OF GUARANTEES: ACTION TO RECOVER PAYMENTS MADE 


Sec. 624. (a) Payments required to be made as a consequence of any 
guarantee made by the Commission under this subpart shall be made by the 
Secretary of the Treasury from funds hereby authorized to be appropriated in 
such amounts as may be necessary for the purpose of carrying out the provisions 
of this subpart. 

(b) In the event of any default on any such guaranteed loan, and payment 
in accordance with the guaranty by the United States, the Attorney General 
shall take such action as may be appropriate to recover the amount of such 
payments, with interest, from the defaulting operator or operators of mass 
transit facilities or other persons liable therefor. 


GUARANTY FEES 


Sec. 625. The Commission shall prescribe and collect a guaranty fee from 
the lender or trustee in connection with each loan guaranteed under this sub- 
part. Such fees shall not exceed such amounts as the Commission estimates 
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to be necessary to cover the administrative costs of carrying out the provisions 
of this subpart. Sums realized from such fees shall be deposited in the Treasury 
as miscellaneous receipts. 

SUBPART 3 
CONSTRUCTION OR ACQUISITION OF MASS TRANSIT FACILITIES BY THE COMMISSION 

Sec. 651. (a) Any operator of mass transit facilities may request, by applica- 
tion, that the Commission construct new mass transit facilities, in whole or in 
part, in the urban center or major metropolitan area served by the applicant. 
Such application may include a request that the Commission also acquire 
for unification and integration with such new mass transit facilities all or 
part of the mass transit facilities owned by the applicant. The Commission 
shall, after notice and hearing, grant any such request if and to the extent that 
the Commission finds 

(i) that the new mass transit facilities requested are necessary or desir- 
able in order to permit the applicant to furnish the type of mass transit 
service contemplated by this part; and 

(ii) that, at the time of making application, the applicant was a duly 
authorized and qualified operator of mass transit facilities in the area to be 
served by such new mass transit facilities ; and 

(iii) that the applicant is the most experienced and most qualified oper- 
tor of mass transit facilities in the area to be served by such new mass 
transit facilities ; and 

(iv) that the applicant is not itself able, economically, to construct such 
new mass transit facilities ; and 

(v) that acquisition of the applicant’s mass transit facilities by the 
Commission, if requested, is necessary or desirable in order to permit the 
unification and integration of such new mass transit facilities with the 
applicant’s mass transit facilities. 

(b) Upon the entry of an order granting an application made under subsection 
(a) hereof, the Commission shall construct or cause to be constructed all new 
mass transit facilities specified in such order and shall acquire by purchase all 
mass transit facilities of the applicant specified in such order. 

(ec) The Commission is hereby authorized to acquire by purchase or condemna- 
tion all real estate or other property which it may deem necessary for the 
construction of new mass transit facilities pursuant to this section. 


TERMS OF OPERATION OF FACILITIES CONSTRUCTED OR ACQUIRED BY THE COMMISSION 

Sec. 632. (a) The Commission shall designate as operator of any mass transit 
facilities constructed or acquired pursuant to section 631 of this part, the op- 
erator which requested the construction or acquisition thereof. 

(b) Such mass transit facilities constructed or acquired by the Commission 
shall be operated by such applicant under such terms and conditions as may be 
proposed by the Commission and accepted by such applicant, after the issuance 
to such applicant by the local legislative authority of any new operating rights, 
authority, franchise or certificate required by the laws, rules and regulations of 
the areas to be served. 

PAYMENTS 


Sec. 633. All payments required to be made on account of construction or 
acquisition of mass transit facilities by the Commission pursuant to this subpart 
shall be made by the Secretary of the Treasury from funds hereby authorized 
to be appropriated in such amounts as muy be necessary for the purpose of 
carrying out the provisions of this subpart. 


SUBPART 4 
ASSISTANCE OF GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES 


Sec. 641. (a) To permit it to make use of such expert advice and services as 
it may require in carrying out the provisions of this part, the Commission may 
use available services and facilities of departments, and other agencies and in- 
strumentalities of the Government with their consent and on a reimbursable 
basis. 

(b) Departments, agencies and instrumentalities of the Government shall 
exercise their powers, duties and functions in such a manner as will assist in 
carrying out the objectives of this part. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 


Sec. 642. Administrative expenses under this part shall be paid from appro- 
priations made to the Commission for administrative expenses. 


TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY 


Sec. 643. Except with respect to such applications as may then be pending, 
the authority granted by this part shall terminate at the close of December 31, 
2010: Provided, That such authority shall remain in effect thereafter for the 
purposes of guaranties made by the Commission pursuant to subpart 2 hereof 
and applications granted pursuant to subpart 3 hereof. 

Mr. CHALK (continuing). And which we submit as our suggestion 
for solving some of the transportation dilemmas faced not only b 
Washington, D.C., but also by other metropolitan areas of the United 
States. Our proposed bill can either stand alone or be incorporated 
within the structure of a revised S. 3193. 

First, I will summarize the two major provisions and thereafter 
discuss them in a little greater detail. 

Basically, in addition to subpart 1 of the proposed bill which is in- 
troductory, there are two substantive subparts to the proposed bill. 

Subpart 2 provides for Government guarantees for loans to transit 
companies for the financing of expenditures for the acquisition, con- 
struction, maintenance, repair, or improving of mass transit facilities, 

Subpart 3 provides for Government construction or acquisition by 
itself of mass transit facilities to be leased for operation by private 
or public operators, respectively. 

yoing over our proposed National Mass Transit Act page by page, 
we note that the first four pages represent findings of fact which I 
have discussed earlier in my testimony. Pages 5, 6, and part of 7 con- 
tain definitions technically required by the proposal. 

Subpart 2 entitled “Guaranty of Loans” follows in form the act 
adopted by the Congress in 1958 in which Government guarantees 
of loans were provided for the railroads of the United States (Public 
Law 85-625, 85th Cong., 2d sess., Aug. 12, 1958). It also follows 
the form and approach of a similar statute in the preceding year, 
1957, which provides for Government guarantees of private loans to 
certain air carriers for irtonen of modern aircraft and equipment 
(Public Law 85-307, 85th Cong., 1st sess., Sept. 7, 1957). 

Subpart 2 of our proposed bill provides that the Government acting 
through the Interstate Commerce Commission shall guarantee, in 
whole or in part, any public or private lender, against loss of prin- 
cipal or interest in connection with loans made to aid private opera- 
tors or public authorities in the financing or refinancing of expendi- 
tures for the acquisition or construction of mass transit facilities or 
for expenditures for labor, materials, and any and all other costs in- 
curred in maintaining, repairing, or improving mass transit facilities. 

Under our proposal, no such loan would be made unless the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission were to find that without such guarantee 
the operator of the transit facilities involved would be unable to ob- 
tain the necessary funds on reasonable terms for the purposes for 
which the loan was sought. 

There is substantial precedent from the cases of both the railroad 
industry and the aviation industry for the proposals of Government 
guarantees for loans made in connection with mass transit facilities 
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poth for the acquisition of new equipment and for the construction 
of new facilities. 

The next substantive subpart of our proposed bill starts with section 
631 on page 10 of this proposal. Subpart 3 of our proposed bill is 
predicated on the finding that the Government should assume full 
responsibility for endowing new mass transit facilities not susceptible 
to financing by private operators. 

For example, if it were contemplated that a subway were to be built 
within the downtown Washington area, it would be difficult if not 
impossible for a private operator to justify the financing of the funds 
necessary to construct such a subway system. This would be particu- 
larly true where, as in the case of a subway for Washington, we 
seriously doubt the financial and economic soundness of any subway. 

Under our proposal, any transit operator, whether private or a 
public authority, may request that the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission enter into the construction of new mass transit facilities in 
the urban center of a major metropolitan area served by the applicant. 

If the applicant deems it necessary in connection with such con- 
struction, he may include a request that the Commission also acquire 
for unification and integration with such new facilities, all or any 
part of the mass transit facilities owned by such applicant. 

In our proposed bill, the Interstate Commerce Commission shall, 
after notice of hearing, grant any such request if and to the extent 
that the Commission finds— 

(1) That the new mass transit facilities requested are necessary 
or desirable in order to permit the applicant to furnish the type 
of mass transit service contemplated by this part; and 

(2) That, at the time of making application, the applicant 
was a duly authorized and qualified operator of mass transit 
facilities in the area to be served by such new mass transit facili- 
ties; and 

(3) That the applicant is the most experienced and most quali- 
fied operator of mass transit facilities in the area to be served by 
such new mass transit facilities; and 

(4) That the applicant is not itself able, economically, to con- 
truct such new mass transit facilities; and 

(5) That acquisition of the applicant’s mass transit facilities 
by the Commission, if requested, 1s necessary or desirable in order 
to permit the unification and integration of such new mass transit 
facilities with the applicant’s mass transit facilities. 

Once the new facilities have been constructed by the Commission, 
they are to be operated by the applicant who must be the most quali- 
fied and the most experienced operator in the area. 

In summary, there are serious deficiencies in S. 3193 which can only 
be cured by amendments of substance. 

Some provision must be made to provide for operation of the new 
subway facilities either jointly by all the local transit companies, or 
if no such joint agreement can be reached, then by the company pre- 
viously designated by Congress by the act of July 24, 1956, i.e, D.C. 
Transit System, Inc. 

The Cuatrman. Right at that point again, because it is the same 
line of questioning that I was following a little earlier in your state- 
ment, you again seem to make it clear that if you cannot reach any 
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joint agreement, then the Congress of the United States should desig- 
nate some company to operate these facilities jointly, but that that 
company should be D.C. Transit ? 

Mr. CnHatk. Subject to Congress’ approval. 

The Cuamman. Yes; but I also understand you earlier to say that 
the Congress would have the last say on this, and if they designated 
some other agency, this was agreeable to you. Maybe I am in error 
in that. 

Mr. Crack. I say that Congress has the right to do it. It would 
not be agreeable to us, but it has sthat right. 

The Cuarrman. All right, very well. 

Mr. Cuatx. Provision must also be made in S. 3193 to specify ade- 
quate compei nsation for damages in the event that in 3 years the 
properties of the existing transit companies are condemned in whole 
or in part. 

Although this joint committee has only been studying the transpor- 
tation problems of Washington, D.C., the members of this joint com- 
mittee must certainly be aware that the same problems exist in every 
large metropolitan area of the United States. 

As I have alre: ady mentioned, bills are now pending in both the 
House and the Senate providing for governmental assistance and aid 
in the financing of construction, acquisition, and maintenance of 
transit facilities in all the metropolitan areas of the country; and a 
few years ago, in 1957 and 1958, similar statutes were enacted for the 
railroads and the aviation industries. 

We believe that the concepts of those 1957 and 1958 acts and of the 
presently pending transit finance bills offer the best solution to our 
local problems ‘here in Washington, D.C. Such concepts should be 
extended to all major metropolitan areas of the United States. 

For all these reasons we have proposed a bill which we believe to be 
vital to every major metropolitan area and to every major transit sys- 
tem of the United States. 

If our proposed bill is enacted into law, we believe that the Con- 
gress of the United States will not only be rendering a great mass 
transit service to the District of Columbia, but it will, 1 in addition, be 
providing valuable and much needed mass transit assistance for the 
major metropolitan areas in the United States. 

Accordingly, Mr. Chairman and members of the joint committee, we 
submit our proposed bill for your serious consideration, the National 
Mass Transit Act of 1960. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Cuatx. And thank you, sir, for your kindness in listening to 
me. I was about to add that Mr. Flanagan, our comptroller and vice 
president, has a few remarks, very brief, in connection with certain 
statements which have been made heretofore by prior witnesses. 

The CuarrMan. We are always very happy to hear from Mr. Flan- 
agan. 

You may proceed, Mr. Flanagan. 

Mr. Fianacan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I do not have a prepared statement. I have some notes from which 
I would like to discuss certain evidence which was presented, testimony 
which was presented before the committee yesterday, much of which 
has been very much concerned—of very much concern to me, and I 
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am deeply concerned with some testimony which was not given to this 
committee. 

The committee has been presented, as I am sure all the members 
recognize, with some very complex problems in financing and in 
economics, and there has been very little evidence, as I listened, given 
as to how this financing can be « accomplished. 

Step by step, and very briefly, the testimony shows that within 
the next 3 years an investment of between $20 and $25 million will 
be made for the purpose of providing funds for studies, development, 
outlying facilities, acquire rights- of- -way, and construct bus stops. 

During this time there would be no revenue- producing facilities. 
The average investment, we might say, will be about $8 million a year, 
and I understand from the mass transportation report it is contem- 
plated that money might be borrowed at a rate of 5 percent a year. 

Now, on $8 million the average annual interest charge would be 
about $400,000. Nobody tells us “where this money would come from 
and it hasn’t been presented to the committee in that light. 

But for 3 years that would be $1.2 million required just to pay 
interest. 

The next investment to commence a subway line in 1963, it is stated, 
will require an additional $30 million. You can’t build much of a 
subway for $30 million. 

The CHarrMan. I think the testimony was it would take $30 million 
to start the construction. I don’t think it was stated that the $30 
million, that it was contemplated that that was the total cost of the 
subway. 

Mr. FLuanacan. No. 

The Cuarrman. As I understand the testimony. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. You are absolutely correct, Mr. Chairman. I didn’t 
intend to indicate that I thought that would be the full cost. 

The CHairmaAn. You said you couldn’t built much of a subway for 
$30 million, and I don’t think the testimony was that you could build 
a subway for $30 million. I think they said you could start to con- 
struct it. 

Mr. Fianacan. That is right. 

Well, you won't get very far at that point; that is what I wanted to 
make clear. 

The CuatrmMAn. Very well. 

Mr. FuanaGan. I have heard it stated that it costs between $10 and 
$12 million a mile to build a subway. 

The CHarrMan. Certainly. 

Mr. Fuanacan. At any rate, $30 million will have to be borrowed, 
and again at 5 percent. That imposes an annual interest charge of 
$1.5 million, and even if only the $30 million is out for 5 years, there 
is another aggregate interest charge of $7.5 million. 

Then between 1963 and 1968, the record shows the total cost, of 
course, will be increasing, so that by 1968 total costs would reach about 
$265 million. This is an increase of $210 million since 1963. 

Again, if we use an average for the 5 years, that would be $42 
million outstanding, with inbereet at 5 percent again, gives us an 
average interest charge of $2.1 or $10.5 million over this 5-year period. 

So that at this point it appears we have built up interest charges 
alone, with very little construction in the way of revenue- producing 

55285—60——_9 
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facilities, which will aggregate $21.2 million. Then by 1980, the 
committee is told the cost of an cverall transportation system will be 
$600 million; and, of course, again during the construction stage your 
investment is much larger than your revenue; and there will be a 
lag in the completion of facilities which will produce revenue. 

Now, when all of this money is put up, the annual interest charge at 
5 percent will be $30 million every ~~ Testimony given yeste rday 
states that by 1980 revenues should be —e ite to cover expenses and 
interest on both the appropriated and the borrowed funds. 

Now, in my opinion, that is an utter impossibility. Any calcula- 
tions made for testimony purposes apparently had to be based upon 
the mass transportation study. This plan states on page 75 that the 
operating costs it used were estimated on the basis of 1958 prices and 
wage scales. When I appeared before this committee in November, I 
pointed out how in: adequate any such estimates will be. 

In our case alone, D.C. Transit, based on contracts we have already 
made and increases we have already given to the union, the labor costs 
alone are increasing by $3 million between 1958 and 1962 and that is 
only a 4-year period. We are talking about going up to 1980. 

Now, as to the revenues. D.C. Transit carries 130 million adult 
revenue passengers each year. Other companies in the area may 
carry an additional 15 million. That is a total of 145 million adult 
passengers. 

The revenue estimated in the mass transportation plan to be avail- 
able in 1980 is estimated at 62.750,000, as I read it, at 28 cents per 
ride. That gives us 224 million revenue passengers in 1980, which 
is an increase of 55 percent over what we carry today. We now get 
72 rides per year for each of the 2 million inhabitants in this area. 
That includes children, old men, old ladies, and everybody else. 

By 1980, or in 1980, this very costly system will be generating 74 
rides per year for each of the 3 million inhabitants calculated to be 
in existence at that time. It is not much of an improvement. 

These figures may not mean much, and statistician might tear them 
all apart. But I submit they are as meaningful as a lot of figures 
that have been presented to this committee. This, ‘Ceaaley' is slgni- 
ficant, Mr. Chairman. 

To attract 224 million passengers, revenue passengers, in 1980, the 
new system will have to absorb all of the passengers D.C. Transit 
carries and the suburban lines. I don’t see any other reason for esti- 
mating 224 million people. So that it will result in the obliteration, 
certainly, of D.C. Transit, which I sometimes think is the ultimate 
end of much of this legislation anyway. 

There is this discrepancy also. The plan from which it was based, 
it says on page 76 that even with fares reaching 25 cents plus a 5-cent 
zone fare, which would make many rides within the District of Co- 
lumbia cost 30 cents, the deficit in 1980 would run over $6.6 million, 
$6.6 million a year. 

The statement made to this committee yesterday that in 1980 all 
expenses and all interest charges would be met, I think that discrep- 
ancy should be explained. 

I think in addition to that that the plan is grossly understating its 
estimated expenses for the future. Now, to conclude this phase, “and 
I have very little to add, in my opinion, this committee and the tax- 
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payer's are el anaes to the answers to these imporatnt questiol is, and 
[ think the record is lacking in the necessary information : be; 

(1) What will be the true cost of buildin oe all these facilities? 

2) How will the money be raised ¢ 

3) }low will the mone Vv be r¢ paid ¢ ¢ 

Revenue bonds were mentioned yesterday. IL think it is obvious 
a revenue bond isn’t adh good unless you have some revenue, and 
I don’t think you are g ong to get the revenue. 

It was also stated in the record that ouly 35 pereent of the down- 
town workers are carried by muss transit in tie rush | hours. That 
is not due to the inability of the exis sting transit companies to carry 
more. We are all ready and able to furnish more equipn rent and 
more service. 

I respectfully submit that perhaps if planners and regulatory au- 
thorities noe sh »w down on building new highwa ays and new bridges 
to attract » private automobile, mass transit vehicles could move 
faster and eal l attract much more than 35 percent to its vehicles. 

Also, it would help mass transit if the Government would stop 
building parking facilities for its employees so that they are en- 
couraged not to use mass transit. 

And just as a plug, Mr. Chairman, it would help us pay our invest- 
ment of $9 million if more people were encouraged to rid our transit 
vehicles. 

Thank you very much. 

The Cuainman. Thank you, Mr. Flanagan. 

Do you have anything further to present on your main presenta- 
tation ? 

Mr. CuArk. No, sir. 

The Cuamman. As usual, you have done a very thorough job of 
es your viewpoint and you have made very helpful sugges- 
tions to the committee, Mr. Chalk and Mr. Flanagan. You have 
pied: some questions. 

This question of money has always kind of bothered me. 

Congressman McMillan, do you have any ques stions at this point? 

Vice Chairman McMinian. | have no questions. 

The CuAirman. Congressman Broyhill ? 

Representative Broyuitt. Mr. Chalk, one statement of principle 
that you made in your statement rather emphatically on page 8, and 
it occurs throughout your prepared statement: 


It is in the public interest that mass transit service be provided by private 
enterprise wherever possible. 

I wholeheartedly agree with that statement of principle and I am 
confident that the majority of the committee, if not all the members 
of the committee, feel that w ay. It would be wonderful if we could 
solve this transportation problem within the metropolitan area of 
Washington exelusiv ely by means of free enterprise without Govern- 
ment interference or subsidy or handouts or grants or interference 
whatsoever. 

We are only moving into the problem or into the area where we feel 
that free enterprise cannot profitably meet the needs and require- 
ments of the people of the area. 

We hope that we can in our final solution cause as little interference 
and disturbance to the free enterprise system as possible. 
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Another point that you made in your statement concerning the unifi- 
cation of the transportation industry in the area. C ‘ertainly coopera- 
tion and coordination of all the transportation companies is highly 
desirable, no question about that. However, I beg to disagree with 
you that it was the intent of Congress in the act of 1956—and I know 
you have some very capable attorneys that can read the fine print 
pretty well; I know one of the attorneys is an old personal friend of 
mine who is extremely able and capable—but I do not believe that it 
was the intent of Congress that they were giving the D.C. Transit 
Co. at the time exclusive franchise in the entire metropolian area of 
Washingon, ignoring the rights and existence of all other transporta- 
tion companies. 

Now, I worked quite a bit on that legislation, and at the time the 
gentleman from South Carolina, Mr. McMillan, was very much con- 
cerned about that problem. The main thing that the Congress, not the 
Congress entirely, but some of the people here in Washington wanted 
to accomplish at that time was to get a certain individual out of town, 

That was a primary interest, and it was not the understanding or 
certainly, in my opinion, not the intent of Congress to grant a france “hise 
to the successor of the Capital Transit Co. the right to go in and drive 
all other companies in the area out of business. 

I question whether the Congress had the constitutional right to 
ignore the rights and existence “of other transportation companies in 
the area, particularly those who were operating in the States of Vir- 
ginia and Maryland. And certainly their operation is intrastate 
transportation. 

So I believe any intention on your part to force these other com- 
panies out of business or to take over these companies and to have 
any approval of that action by the Congress, I think that the gentle- 
man may be wasting some of his time and efforts. 

I certainly, as one member of this committee, would never go along 
with any legislation that would give any one company the Tight to 
seize and take over other existing companies or to drive them out of 
business. 

I think that that would be just improper, more improper on the 
part of Congress to grant that right to one industry to take over 
another industry, more improper than C ongress to enact legislation to 
have the Government take over these other operations or to drive the 
whole transportation industry into public ownership. 

So I hope that it is not the D.C. Transit Co.’s intention to try, by 
what they think is a right granted by Congress, to drive these other 
companies out of business and to be the only transit operator here in 
the area. 

Mr. Cuatx. Mr. Congressman, I am against sin, too, and we do not 
intend to drive anybody out of business. We don’t want to expropri- 

ate. This is not the way of America. I think this is so obvious that 
there is no question about it, 

We are merely saying that we believe that a completely integrated 
and coordinated s ystem will be the most efficient for the area. ~ Now, 
this is true. 

tepresentative BroyHiL.. I agree with that. 

Mr. Crank. We have not said one word about our appropriating 

the property of our neighbors. We are on the best terms with them. 
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We respect their rights, and I am sure we will continue to get along 
fine with them. 

Representative Broyniti. I understood from your statement to the 
paren in in his interrogation there, you certainly seemed to amplify 
that; that in the event you were unable to negotiate with the other 
companies to integrate the system, that you would go back to the act 
of 1956. 

Mr. Cuatx. That, sir, is only in the event—and this would be the 
action of the Government, not the action of the D.C. Transit System— 
if this bill were passed, the subw: ay bill, in the event of the construction 
of anew subway, it would change the entire complex. 

Then, in that case, it seems inevitable that possibly through public 
ownership there will only be one integrated system. We are not in 
favor of it, but we are merely saying that this is a natural course of 
events. 

Representative Broyruiuy. I certainly hold, and it is my intention 
as one member of the committee that whatever action we take, that 
it will recognize the existence of these operating companies and help 
to build their service from this point, rather than to drive them out 
of business. 

In fact, I think it is far better to go right ahead in the legislation 
and say the Government has a right to seize and condemn, or the 
corporation or authority, or whatever it might be, and take over these 
companies than to leave them in business and yet to put the corpora- 
tion or the authority in competition with them to the extent that they 
drive them out. of business by degree. 

I think it is far better to face this as you have suggested there and 
say we are going to condemn them at a certain figure and be done 
with it. 

But I don’t believe that is the intent. of the committee or the Con- 
gress. I think that we want to, and that we will, protect the rights 
and interests of the free entet rprise system and try to devise ways 
in which the free enterprise system can even improve their service to 
the people of the area. 

Now, back to the question again of this subway system in the 
District of Columbia. You stated that such a subway system would 
not be economically feasible. 

Mr. Cuax. Well, it certainly wouldn’t add up as good business. 
If you were doing it as a private enterprise and you laid out X dollars 
for capital investment, you should at least be able to get a fair return 
on your investment. This is the w ay in which most good businessmen 
operate. It is impossible, of course, on the basis of such a huge 
expenditure to ever conceive of being able to get a fair return on 
your investment, if any. This is uneconomical, in our opinion. 

However, it might be desirable if the U.S. Government wants to 
spend money for building roads, for example, because it helps auto- 
mobilists to get to places, it is most desirable even though it is ex- 
pensive. 

Representative Broyuiy. Yes. 

Mr. Coax. There is no return on that type of investment. 

Representative Brornitu. I agree with you on that now. At any 
time would there be a pr ofitable return on the investment for a sub- 


way system in the District of Columbia? Would it ever be able to 
pay itself off ? 
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Mr. Cuatx. Tf you are talking about the initial capital expenditure 
for the construction of the facility, the basic facility, the tunnels, | 
can’t conceive of it. 

Representative Broyuiti. You can’t conceive of it ever being self- 
liquidating; is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Cuatx. That is correct. 

Representative Broyuiti. But once the capital expenditure is made, 
it could—— | 

Mr. Cuaux. Yes, it could under efficient private enterprise manage. 
ment probably make a reasonable profit. 

Representative Broyrmr. One more question on the question of a 
feeder line. If a subway system was construc ted in the District of 
Columbia, could the D.C. Transit Co. survive by supplementing that 
subway system, or to use the words “feeder line,” could it survive and 
remain in existence profitably ¢ 

Mr. Cuaix. No; we could never survive if there was a competitive 
system taking one of our passengers away. We couldn’t coe Xist , not 
competing for the same traffic, and we would be competing for that 
traffic. 

Representative Broyiim.. The chairman made reference to this in 
his question that the Virginia lines said that they could survive asa 
supplement. 

Mr. CuK. It is possible that they could, because they are presently 
feeding into the main systé ‘m, W hereas we are the main system and 
we would receive the bulk of the competition. The “y would not. 

Representative Broyrmi.. You area transportation man, Mr. Chalk, 
and I am not, so I don’t want to be argumentive: but I woul | imagine 
they would take offense to your statement that they are now feeder 
lines as they are now operating, because they bring p eople for several 
miles into the center of town, and m: iybe they might maintain that your 
system is being used as a feeder system to cet to their main trunkline, 

Mr. Cuarx. |] ould say that 90 percent of their operation isa 
feeder operation. 

Representative Broynitn. A feeder operation to the D.C. Transit 
System ? 

Mr. CrratK. That is correct, into the area—the area served by the 
D.C. Transit System is the city, itself, the city proper. Now, they 
are bringing passengers into this area and into our system. 

Representative Brorniti. I have one more question. 

don’t know whether the emphasis in your statement is correct 
or not. It seemed to be along the lines of a threat. I don’t oo you 
intended it to be a threat. But did you not state, in effect, that you 
would hold up operations or hold up further improvement or expan- 
sion of your service here in the District of Columbia, if the action of 
Congress, or if Congress did act on this, that you would hold up 
planned improvements of your system ? 

Mr. Cuatrk. I said that if Congress enacted : v bill which would 
take 3 years before there was any decision as .s what is going to 
happen to D.C. Transit or to the Virginia lines or the Maryland lines, 
or any of the lines in this area, we couldn’t plan ahead if we didn't 
know just what was going to happen to us. If we face ultimate con- 
demnation, we would like to know about it now. 
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If we are going to play guessing games and worry about whether 
we will be in business—will we be out of business—naturally, we can’t 
plan and naturally our banks wouldn’t give us the money to spend. 

Representative Broynint. I feel very strongly that if the Govern- 
ment in any way, by corporation or authority, constructed any sort 
of a rapid-transit fac ility—-whether it be a monorail or a subw ay— 
and reduced the existing companies in any way into a feeder system, 
that they should from the same sources, from the same funds, help 
to subsidize the private transit companies so that they can make up 
for the loss of revenue resulting from the loss of the trunklines. 

The Cramman. Might [ interrupt without bothering the question ? 

That is a quorum call for a vote. It is actually a vote, I am advised, 
on a very important bill over on the floor of the Senate, and I must, 
of course, go over to vote. I am not going to declare a recess, but I 
would ask Congressman McMillan if he wouldn't continue on with the 
witnesses. 

Congressman Irwin, I am very happy to see you here this morning. 
I will get back just as soon as I cast my ballot. You may proceed. 

Representative Broynity. In the event this happens, and whether 
it is the D.C. Transit Co., or the Virginia companies that would have 
to supplement the service of this rapid sy stem and they could not do 
s0 properly, they should be subsidized either by the actual grant of 
subsidy or by tax relief so that it can survive and provide the service. 

Now, I mi iy have been incorrect in intrepreting ; hat the Virginia 
companies stated. They said that they could exist, but they probably 
did not mean they could exist without some form of grant or subsidy. 

I could see that taking a large portion of the long distance business 
from the system would possibly make the operation of the system 
far less profitable. 

Mr. Cuatn. Might I clarify one thing, Mr. Congressman ? 

When we discussed the matter of exclusivity, in view of the fact 
that this subway, this proposed subway, is proposed to be built ex- 
clusively within the District of Columbia, we feel that this is ex- 
clusively a D.C. Transit matter. 

Representative Broruiti. You feel that a subway system or some 
form of rapid-rail system is essential for solving the transportation 
needs of this area ¢ 

Mr. Cuark. No, sir. I have stood for an entirely different ap- 
proach than that. But if the people and the Congress want a sub- 
way, I am not the one to stand in the way. But my solution, as I 
have stated before, is to swap a little guts for many millions of 
dollars. And the guts requires enforcing regulations and _ restric- 
ting the operations of automobiles into the District. This might make 
some people very unpopular, and, as I say, requires some guts. But 
you might swap guts for millions. I stated that last Novembet 

tepresentative Broruiiy. Yes, I recall that. 

Mr. Cuarx. It is still my opinion that by regulation you could save 
all these hundreds of millions of dollars. You might make a lot of 
automobilists unhappy, but you will have a healthy transit system. 

Representative Broyntun. Mr. Chalk, we can carry that just a few 
steps further—and I don’t think it would have to a many steps 
further, but just a few steps further—and just make it against the 
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law for people to drive a private automobile; and that would force 
them to ride the public transit. 

Mr. Cuatx. Against the law to come into certain areas would be 
all right, too. Also, staggered hours would improve things; transit 
lanes would improve things. I have submitted many areas of im- 
provement which, if acted upon by public authority, eliminate a por- 
tion of the problem, and certainly would alleviate it. 

Representative Broyuity. Then, unless we have some austere pro- 
gram—lI use the word “austere” advisedly let’s say without some 
severe program of restricting the use of private automobiles, you then 
feel that we must have some sort of rapid-transit system in order to 
solve the problem ? 

Mr. Cuax. I think it would be helpful. 

Representative Broyuimx. That is all. 

Vice Chairman McMiian. We are delighted to have Mr. Irwin, 
who is one of our most valuable members of the House District Com- 
mittee, present with us this morning. Would you care to ask any 
questions ? 

Representative Irwin. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the offer. I 
don’t feel it would be proper for me to ask any questions. I would 
like to just hear the testimony. Thank you very much. 

Vice Chairman McMitian. Mr. Gutheim ? 

Mr. Guruem. Mr. Chalk, you mentioned on page 4 of your pre- 
pared statement your own solutions to some of the transit problems: 
separate transit lanes and things of that sort. Could you tell the 
committee what obstacles you have encountered in your efforts to 
secure bus lanes and other improvements that you have made recom- 
mendations about, and indicate what provisions the bill that we are 
now considering should include to enable you to make such improve- 
ments in cooperation with highway and traffic officials, for example? 

Mr. Cuatx. The obstacles, of course, that we have encountered have 
been sheer inactivity on the part of public officials to do anything. 

Too many studies and too little action based upon studies. It is 
just hard to understand. It is frustrating. We continuously and 
repetitively ask for these things which we feel will help traffic condi- 
tions, and nothing ever happens. 

Mr. Gutuert. How can the committee do something about those 
conditions in this bill ? 

Mr. Cuatx. It is possible that the committee might have provi- 
sions for making it mandatory upon the local authorities, where 
suggestions of this nature such as bus lanes or staggered hours are 
deemed advisable, that they be made effective. 

It should be their duty in a positive sense, rather than in a negative 
sense, to do something about it. 

Mr. Gutuetm. It would seem to be highly desirable that if you are 
to continue to make proposals for improvements of this type, and they 
are getting the negative response that you have ‘dicated, that some 
effort be made to improve this relationship. 

This strikes me as being an opportunity for you to make proposals 
along those lines. 

Mr. Cuatx. One proposal that I might suggest would be a review 
after a reasonable period of time has elapsed—a review of any inactiv- 
ity on the part of local authorities by the agency of the U.S. Congress. 
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Mr. GurHetm. May I move on to one further question ? 

You referred in your statement to the regulatory compact. If this 
compact does not pass the Congress, what provision should be in- 
cluded in 8. 3193 to accomplish the aims of the compact, particularly 
in providing the regulation of interstate transit service, and sec ondly, 
in prov iding for improv ed operating conditions on the highways—the 
point we were discussing earlier—for transit services ¢ Should there 
be some cooperative organization on which the area’s highway and 
traffic officials would be represented ? 

Mr. Cuatx. In response to your inquiry as to the manner in which 
some of the objectives of the compact might come about, I would 
say that if the bill as proposed had within it the concept that we have 
submitted in our bill—in other words, if our bill were taken together 
with the bill as submitted by the committee, it would have the concept 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission being involved. 

I feel, and I would recommend, that the ICC have the authority 
and the ICC would, I am sure, fairly represent the interests of Vir- 
ginia, of Maryland, and the District of Cotapahia. 

T herefore, with jurisdiction placed on these problems of an area- 
wide nature, of an interstate nature, I feel that the logical and proper 
body to pass upon it and make regulations would be the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. 

Mr. Gurnem. You feel they actually would be able to help you 
get transit lanes, for example, or bus bays, or any other improvements 
you have suggested ? 

Mr. CuAck. Exactly, sir. If they were given the authority, I be- 
lieve they would in a most impartial manner pass the proper regula- 
tion. 

Mr. Gutnetm. I don’t want to appear to be pushing you into an 
area that you may not have contemplated testifying on, Mr. Chalk, 
but there is one further thought that you have expr essed that I would 
like to have more detail on, if you would like to furnish it. 

That is the ideas that you would have for a fair compensation 
formula as proposed on page 17 of your statement to the extent that 
these have not been furnished in other parts of the statement, itself, 
in the attached amendments. 

Mr. CuaAx. In connection with what we would consider a fair and 
just compensation, I think possibly we might furnish you with a 
memo on that. 

Mr. Guruerm. I would appreciate receiving that. 

Mr. CuatK. I will be delighted to do so. 

Mr. Guruetm. I think that the reporter should also show a refer- 
ence to pages 58 and 59 of the committee’s document, “The Organiza- 
tion of Transportation in the National Capital Region.” 

It would be helpful as it bears upon the discussion in relation be- 
tween trunk and feeder line service. These are the previous state- 
ments that have been given to the committee by D.C. Transit and by 
the A.B. & W. Transit Co., and the W.V. & M. 

Thank you, Mr. McMillan. 

Vice Chairman McMirxan. Are there any further questions? 

If not, we thank you, Mr. Chalk, for your statement. 
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D. C. TRANSIT SYSTEM, INC., 
Washington, D.C., May 12, 1960. 
Re hearings on 8. 3198. 
Senator ALAN BIBLE, 
Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: During my testimony before your joint committee last Friday, 
May 6, I was asked questions concerning the relationship between the Agency 
proposed in 8. 3198 and the Area Compact Commission proposed in House Joint 
Resolution 402. In response to the questions from members of the joint com- 
mittee, I urged that S. 3198 be amended to grant jurisdiction to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to regulate the transportation contemplated in 8S. 3198. 
If such were done, the Area Compact Commission of House Joint Resolution 402 
would not be necessary and the confusion and controversy over House Joint 
Resolution 402 would be eliminated. 

I have prepared two alternative amendments covering the matter of ICC 
jurisdiction over the transportation involved in S. 3193, copies of which I submit 
herewith for the consideration of your joint committee. 

The first proposal (identified as ‘‘Amerndment No. 1 re ICC”) gives the ICC 
virtually all the jurisdiction given to the Area Compact Commission in House 
Joint Resolution 402, including the jurisdiction currently exercised by the PUC. 
The second proposal (identified as “Amendment No. 2 re ICC”) is an alternative 
to the first and gives the ICC only interstate jurisdiction in the National Capital 
region. It does not affect the present intrastate jurisdiction of the PUC. 

Very truly yours, 
O. Roy CHALK, President. 


AMENDMENT NO. 1 RE ICC 
[S. 3193, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


AMENDMENTS Intended to be proposed by ————- ———— to the bill (S. 3193) 
to aid in the development of a unified and integrated system of transportation 
for the National Capital region, and for other purposes, viz: 


On page 2, line 10, after “construction,” insert “regulation,”. 


On page 3, line 17, after “necessary” insert ‘“, to amend the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, as amended,”’. 

On page 7, line 5, after “agencies,” insert ‘transit companies serving the Na- 
tional Capital region and their employee organizations,”. 

On page 9, line 16, after “bodies” insert “, including the Interstate Commerce 
Commission,”’. 

On page 14, lines 3 to 4, delete “Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Com- 
mission” and insert “Interstate Commerce Commission”. 

On pages 23 to 24, delete subsection “(10)”. 

On page 24, line 21, renumber subsection ‘(11)°’ as subsection “(10)”. 

On page 25, lines 1, 4 and 7, renumber subsections “(12)”, “*(13)”, and “(14)”, 
as subsections “(11)”, “(12)”, and “(13)”, respectively. 

On page 25, delete subsection “(15)”. 

After page 31, insert a new title IV as follows: 


TITLE IV. REGULATION OF INTRASTATE TRANSPORTATION WITHIN THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA AND OF INTERSTATE TRANSPORTATION WITHIN THE NATIONAL 
CAPITAL REGION 


AMENDMENT OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 


Sec. 401. (a) The term “interstate commerce,” as defined in section 203 (a) (10) 
of part II of the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended, shall be deemed to in- 
clude intrastate transportation of persons within the District of Columbia. 

(b) (i) The proviso in section 216(e) of part II of the Interstate Commerce 
Act, as amended, shall not apply to intrastate transportation of persons within 
the District of Columbia. 

(ii) Section 22 of part I and section 203(b) (8) of part IT of the Interstate 
Commerce Act, as amended, shall not apply to interstate transportation of per- 
sons within the National Capital region. 
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REGULATORY JURISDICTION 


Sec. 402. The Interstate Commerce Commission, under the authority contained 
jin the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended, shall exercise its jurisdiction over 
certificates of public convenience and necessity, routes and services, rates and 
fares, through routes, joint fares, accounts, records, and practices of carriers 
performing intrastate or interstate transportation of persons within the National 
Capital region. Such jurisdiction shall be so exercised as to foster and pro- 
mote the objectives of this Act. 


PRIVATE ENTERPRISE—RATE OF RETURN 


Sec. 403. It is hereby declared as a matter of legislative policy that, in order 
to assure the National Capital region of an adequate transportation system op- 
erating as private enterprise, the carriers therein, in accordance with standards 
and rules prescribed by the Interstate Commerce Commission, should be af- 
forded the opportunity of earning a return of at least 64% per centum net after 
all taxes properly chargeable to transportation operations, including but not 
limited to income taxes, on gross operating revenues. 


CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY TO EXISTING CARRIERS 


Sec. 404. The Interstate Commerce Commission shall, with respect to carriers 
which were bona fide engaged in intrastate or interstate transportation of per- 
sons within the National Capital region on the effective date of this Act, issue 
to such carriers certificates of public convenience and necessity authorizing 
the continuance of such bona fide operations without requiring further proof 
that public convenience and necessity will be served by such operation, and 
without further proceedings, if application for such certificates is made to the 
said Commission within ninety days after the effective date of this Act. Pend- 
ing the determination of any such application, the continuance of such operation 
shall be lawful. 


ADVISORY RECOM MENDATIONS 


Sec. 405. In the exercise of its jurisdiction the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission may refer to the Administrator, advisory boards, and coordinating 
committees created or authorized under titles II and III hereof for study 
and recommendation any matters relating to the said Commission’s jurisdic- 
tion hereunder. Any such recommendations shall be advisory only. 


TRANSFER OF JURISDICTION FROM PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA TO INTERSTATE COMMERCE COM MISSION 


Sec. 406. From and after the effective date of this Act and notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 202(b) of part II of the Interstate Commerce Act, 
as amended, the Public Utilities Commission of the District of Columbia shall 
not have jurisdiction of any kind whatsoever over or in respect of the intra- 
state transportation of persons within the District of Columbia, and from and 
after such date, all jurisdiction theretofore vested in the Publie Utilities Com- 
mission of the District of Columbia over or in respect of such transportation of 
persons shall be and hereby is transferred to and vested only in the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. 

On page 382, line 1, retitle as “Title V”’. 

On page 82, line 4, renumber “Sec. 401” as “See. 501”. 

On page 54, line 13, renumber “Sec. 402” as “Sec. 502”. 


AMENDMENT No. 2 RE ICC 


[S. 3193, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


AMENDMENTS Intended to be proposed by ——— - — to the bill (S. 3193) 
to aid in the development of a unified and integrated system of transportation 
for the National Capital region, and for other purposes, viz: 


On page 2, line 10, after “construction,” insert “regulation,” 


On page 3, line 17, after “necessary” insert “, to amend the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, as amended,”’. 
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On page 7, line 5, after “agencies,” insert “transit companies serving the 
National Capital region and their employee organizations,”. 

On page 9, line 16, after ‘‘bodies” insert ‘“, including the Interstate Commerce 
Commission,”’. 

On page 14, lines 3 to 4, delete ““‘Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Com- 
mission” and insert “Interstate Commerce Commission”. 

On pages 23 to 24, delete subsection “(10)”. 

On page 24, line 21, renumber subsection “(11)” as subsection “(10)”. 

On page 25, lines 1, 4 and 7, renumber subsections “(12)”, “(13)”, and “(14)”, 
as subsections “(11)”, “(12)”, and “(13)”, respectively. 

On page 25, delete subsection “(15)”. 

After page 31, insert a new title IV as follows: 


TrtLE IV. REGULATION OF INTERSTATE TRANSPORTATION WITHIN THE NATIONAL 
CAPITAL REGION 


AMENDMENT OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 


Sec. 401. Section 22 of part I and section 203(b) (8) of part II of the Inter- 
state Commerce Act, as amended, shall not apply to interstate transportation 
of persons within the National Capital region. 


REGULATORY JURISDICTION 


Sec. 402. The Interstate Commerce Commission, under the authority contained 
in the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended, shall exercise its jurisdiction over 
certificates of public convenience and necessity, routes and services, rates and 
fares, through routes, joint fares, accounts, records, and practices of carriers 
performing interstate transportation of persons within the National Capital 
region. Such jurisdiction shall be so exercised as to foster and promote the 
objectives of this Act. 


PRIVATE ENTERPRISE 





RATE OF RETURN 


Sec. 408. It is hereby declared as a matter of legislative policy that, in order 
to assure the National Capital region of an adequate transportation system 
operating as private enterprise, the carriers therein, in accordance with stand- 
ards and rules prescribed by the Interstate Commerce Commission, should be 
afforded the opportunity of earning a return of at least 6144 per centum net after 
all taxes properly chargeable to transportation operations, including but not 
limited to income taxes, on gross operating revenues. 


CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY TO EXISTING CARRIERS 


Sec. 404. The Interstate Commerce Commission shall, with respect to carriers 
which were bona fide engaged in interstate transportation of persons within 
the National Capital region on the effective date of this Act, issue to such 
earriers certificates of public convenience and necessity authorizing the con- 
tinuance of such bona fide operations without requiring further proof that 
public convenience and necessity will be served by such operation, and with- 
out further proceedings, if application for such certificates is made to the said 
Commission within ninety days after the effective date of this Act. Pending 
the determination of any such application, the continuance of such operation 
shall be lawful. 

ADVISORY RECOMMENDATIONS 


Sec. 405. In the exercise of its jurisdiction the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission may refer to the Administrator, advisory boards, and coordinating com- 
mittees created or authorized under titles II and III hereof for study and 
recommendation any matters relating to the said Commission’s jurisdiction 
hereunder. Any such recommendations shall be advisory only. 

On page 32, line 1, retitle as “Title V”. 

On page 82, line 4, renumber “Sec. 401” as “Sec. 501”. 

On page 34, line 13, renumber “Sec. 402” as “Sec. 502”. 


Vice Chairman McMinuan. Is Mr. Jack Robertson in the audience? 
Mr. Press. 





tiv 
nal 
un: 


eX] 
rec 


vel 


able 


gran 
of t 


bein 
neit] 


som 
port: 
ceive 
the | 
erall 


may 





a -—-Ve“ru™ 


n 


e 
T 
ot 


m- 
ym- 
ind 
ion 


ce? 


NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1960 137 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. PRESS, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
WASHINGTON BOARD OF TRADE 


Mr. Press. Mr. Chairman, I am William H. Press, and I am execu- 
tive vice president. of the Washington Board of Trade. Unfortu- 
nately, Mr. Robertson’s physician sent him to bed last night and he is 
unable to be here this morning. 

We did not have time, either, to get another one of the committee 
experts to come here this morning, so I would like to submit for the 
record this statement which Mr. Robertson would have made. 

In effect, it gives general support to the passage of this bill and has 
a number of technical changes which it suggests for the committee 
to consider. 


When Mr. Robertson is up and about again, I am sure that will be 
very happy to cooperate with the committee. 

Vice Chairman McMixian. Without objection, the statement will 
be included in the record, and if you care to make any statement, you 
may proceed. 

(The statement of Mr. J. N. Robertson is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF J. N. ROBERTSON, CHAIRMAN, TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE, METRO- 
POLITAN WASHINGTON BoarD OF TRADE 


Mr. Chairman and members of the joint committee, I am J. N. Robertson, 
chairman of the Transportation Committee of the Metropolitan Washington 
Board of Trade. Since 1889 we have been intimately identified with the de- 
velopment of this community. Approximately 7,000 members, representing 
nearly 4,000 business and professional enterprises throughout the Washington 
metropolitan area, compose our membership. 

On November 13, 1959, I appeared before the joint committee and made the 
following recommendations: 

(1) Mass transportation, highway construction, and parking must all three be 
considered together in any consideration of the mass transit needs of the District 
of Columbia. 


(2) Any mass transit system should be regulated by a mass transit commis- 
sion. 

(3) A transit authority, or corporation, perhaps of a Federal nature, must be 
established to consider the mass transit survey, and to control the financing of 
any proposed system. 

(4) It should be urged that the present highway plans should be implemented 
as speedily as possible. 

It should be clear that the board of trade believes that a corporation or an 
authority established under compacts adopted by Maryland, Virginia, and the 
Congress for the District of Columbia is the appropriate type of permanent 
agency to implement mass transit proposals now under consideration. At the 
same time we recognize, as was pointed out at the hearing on the 13th, that 
it would take considerable time to organize this agency, but it is highly desir- 
able that mass transit and highway construction outlined in the transportation 
survey should proceed simultaneously and without delay. ‘The highway pro- 
gram is progressing as rapidly as resources will permit under the direction 
of the highway departments of the three jurisdictions. Actually nothing is 
being accomplished with respect to mass transit principally because there are 
neither mechanisms nor funds for proceeding with this important function. 

Under the circumstances, we conclude that it is now essential to establish 
some agency with the authority and resources to initiate and carry out im- 
portant preliminary operations toward the establishment of a soundly con- 
ceived mass transit system for this rapidly growing community. We believe 
the bills S. 3198 and H.R. 11135 provide for this much-needed agency in a gen- 
erally reasonable manner. 


In supporting adoption of these bills we submit also several amendments which 
may briefly be explained as follows: 
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Most of these you will note, as I cite them, have two objectives: First, to make 
it clear that the agency does not have the authority to make decisions respect- 
ing the highway program and supersede the determinations of the highway 
departments which now administer such affairs. Second, to insure that the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia are given the same iegal status in the 
agency as the Governors of the States of Maryland and Virginia. 

The following are the recommended changes in language: 

age 8, line 24: Insert the word “transit” between “necessary” and “facilities,” 
Place a period after the word “facilities” and strike the words “relating to the 
transportation of persons.” 

Page 9, line 11: Strike the words “the District of Columbia,”. 

Page 10, line 1: Add the following after “Virginia”: “and to the Board of 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia,”’. 

Page 10, line 8: After the word “State” add “or the District of Columbia,”, 

Page 10, line 10: After the word “State” add: “and the Board of Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia,”’. 

Page 10, line 11: After the pronoun “he” add: ‘or they,”’. 

Page 10, line 15: After the word “Virginia” add: “and the Board of Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia,”. 

Page 10, line 18: After the word “in” insert: “the District of Columbia,”, 

Page 10, line 21: After the first “the” insert: “Board of Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia, and the’”’. 

Page 11, line 8: After the word “construct” add the word “transit”. 

Page 11, line 13: After the word “necessary” insert the word “transit”, 

Page 11, Section 205(a) (1): The last sentence of this section would make 
it optional for the Agency, and presumably the Corporation which might follow, 
to determine whether they are to contribute toward the cost of rights-of-way, 
design and construction for things built into freeways, parkways “for transit 
facilities.” Specifically, the mass transportation survey recommended a median 
with a width of 64 feet where the transit facilities might be placed in the 
median of a freeway. In connection with the interstate estimates, generally, 
the Bureau of Public Roads has instructed the States and the District of 
Columbia to provide a median with a width of 16 feet for six-lane freeways and 
20 feet for eight-lane freeways. If the Bureau continues this policy, the States 
and the District of Columbia could be caught in a squeeze between two Federal 
agencies; one telling them that they will not participate in work beyond a certain 
dimension and the other requiring them to do so or refusing approval of their 
plans. 

It is suggested that this sentence be revised to require the Agency to con- 
tribute its share of the cost of all things incorporated in freeways properly 
attributable to transit facilities. Estimates could be prepared on which to 
predicate the division of cost, and, incidentally, this wording should cover costs 
incident to change of all things required for transit facilities, including sani- 
tary engineering services. 

Page 13, line 12: After the word ‘facilities’ 
insert the word “within”. 

Page 13, line 19: Strike the word ‘arterial’. 

Page 13, line 25: After the word “comment” add “as to the effect thereof on 
the transit development program”’. 

Page 13, paragraph (7): The comment above, with reference to sewers and 
other things under the jurisdiction of sanitary engineering should be reflected 
in this Section. 

Page 14, paragraph (8): While the third sentence in paragraph (7) on 
page 13 seems to repose the responsibility and authority for location, design, 
construction and operation of highways in agencies having jurisdiction thereof, 
paragraph (8) on page 14 provides that the Agency may “initiate proposals for 
regulating and coordinating the flow of traffic.’ There is considerable doubt 
as what this means. It is suggested that the Public Utilities Commission of 
the District of Columbia attempt to replace the word “initiate” with some more 
certain, but less objectionable word or phrase. 

Page 17, line 21: After the word “Virginia” add “and the Board of Commis 
sioners of the District of Columbia”’. 

Page 17, paragraph (b): This comment, of course, falls under title III which 
relates to the proposed National Capital Transportation Corporation. It is 
suggested that a period be placed after the word ‘title’ and the remainder of 
this section be deleted. 


delete the word “with” and 
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Page 23, paragraph (10): The first sentence provides as follows: “shall set 
fares, tariffs, and other rates and charges to the public for the services rendered 
py its facilities.’ Taken by itself, this language might not be objectionable, 
put when read in conjunction with paragraph 50, page 25, of the “Federal 
Transportation Policy and Program,” it raises serious doubts. There is a pos- 
sibility that it could be extremely objectionable if the philosophy reflected in 
the Federal policy of taxing motorists ‘‘on city highway gateways” to help 
finance other transportation facilities and to divert commuter travel to public 
transit should be seriously advanced. Under the Federal policy mentioned 
above, the first sentence in paragraph (10) might be interpreted and admin- 
istered to achieve the objectives of the Federal policy. We fully realize the 
need for the Agency to be able to set fares and rates for those using transit 
facilities and, hence, do not recommend elimination of the language. We 
merely seek clarification of the language so that it may not be interpreted in 
the manner just reviewed. 

Private transit operators believe, and we think it reasonable, the language 
should be inserted in the bills to provide that the Agency shall not make agree- 
ments for the provision of competitive services to private transit companies; 
but may make agreements fer the provision of service which is auxiliary to 
services of private transit companies and persons. 

Provision should be set out in title 3 of the act providing for judicial review. 
Judicial review of a decision under title 3 is necessary in order that the public 
as well as the bus passenger companies may have the right to resort to the 
Federal court. The judicial-review provisions should follow the language used 
in the Interstate Commerce Commission Act. 

Our final recommendation is that the bills be amended in such a manner as 
to provide that the agency should be responsible for the cost of relocating such 
underground utilities as may be necessary in the construction of subways or 
depressed rights-of-ways. We have reference to gas, electricity, telephone, sewer, 
and water facilities. We do not consider that it would be proper nor equitable 
to require the funds or companies having investments in such facilities to expend 
the very considerable amounts which might be necessary to relocate them for 
subsurface rights-of-way. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, thank you very much for giving us this oppor- 
tunity to present our views. 


Mr. Press. I would only say, Mr. Chairman, that the board of 
trade recognized when the transportation survey came out and stated 
at previous hearings on the subject that we felt the need for some 
type of an agency to go into this mass transit matter; and that par- 
ticularly in view of the length of time that it would probably require 
to effectuate a State compact and set up the local agency, that it was 
probably essential to set up a temporary Federal agency which could 
begin to implement the reeomme ndations or to study the reeommenda- 
tions and decide what should be done about them. 

Otherwise, there is no machinery for moving ahead with the mass 
transit features of the transportation survey, and we think they should 
proceed simultaneously with the highway portions of the survey. 

So, in effect, that is what the statement says. 

Vice Chairman McMinian. You don’t care to make any statement 
as to just your idea as to how much money it would take to set up this 
temporary organization ? 

Mr. Press. No,sir. I am,as you know, not a transportation expert, 
and I have not participated in the committee discussions that went 
into the formulation of this report, so [ am not in a position to do that. 

But I am sure Mr. Robertson and others will be glad to disenss this 
with the committee or committee staff later when they are available. 

Vice Chairman McMmxan. We will get that from the individual 
committees when we hold hearings. 

Mr. Press, we are always gh id to hear you before any committee. 
You have been helpful. 
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Do other members of the committee have any questions ? 

Representative Broynity. No, except to say Mr. Press is rather 
modest when he says he is not an expert. I always got the impression 
that he was an expert on all subjects. 

Mr. Press. Thank you, sir. This is one of the afflictions of being 
in the business Iam in. You know a little about a lot of things and 
not much about anything. 

Vice Chairman McMuxan. I certainly agree with the gentleman 
from Virginia. I thought you were an expert on almost everything, 

Mr. Press. Thank you very much, sir. 

Vice Chairman McMiutxan. Mr. Louis Justement, will you come to 
the witness stand. The committee will be glad to hear any statement 
you care to make. 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS JUSTEMENT, ON BEHALF OF THE FEDERAL 
CITY COUNCIL 


Mr. Jusrement. My name is Louis Justement, and I am here today 
to present the views of the Federal City Council on S. 3193 and FR. 
11135, known as the National Capital Transportation Act of 1960, 

The council is deeply concerned over the urgent need for achieving 
the best possible transportation system for the National C apital re- 

gion. Weare convinced such a system is an indispensable step toward 
aa model Capital City which we are all striving to help bring into 
being. 

The council’s special 26-man tr: ansportation committee, of which 
I am a member, has given intensive study to the bills pending before 
you today. The full results of our analysis, undertaken over several 
months, will be made available shortly. This morning I will merely 
state as briefly as I can, our conclusion on the proposed Transportation 
Act. 

We strongly endorse the pending legislation and recommend the 
Congress approve it, with no major change, as swiftly as possible, at 
this session. 

We take this stand for the following reasons: 

(1) The comprehensive transportation system which the metropoli- 
tan area requires must be adequately integrated in its planning and 
engineering, and coordinated in operation. 

(2) Therefore, a regional transportation agency must be established 
ay vested with adequate powers for the comprehensive development 
of Washington’s new metropolitan transportation system and for con- 

trol of its operation. 

(8) Immediate action should be taken to establish an interim trans- 
portation body, which can proceed with engineering plans for the 
system. This is necessary because of the great length of time required 
to complete planning and engineering details. Plans should get under- 
hd at once, even though all elements of the complete system may not 

ye adopted in final det: Lil. 

(4) The interim agency should be provided with adequate initial 
Federal financing, and with power to plan and construct the regional 
system. This body should exist until the interstate authority comes 
into being with comprehensive power to assume full and unified con- 
trol over all phases of regional mass transit. 
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(5) The legislation would also provide adequate financing for the 
proposed transportation system by means of Federal appropriations 
and U.S. Treasury loans. 

(6) The National Capital Transportation Act of 1960 includes all 
of these necessary steps. We believe that its proposals add up to a 
logical and well-timed organization program which would most ef- 
fectively meet our region: ul needs. 

In conclusion, we would like to emphasize one point of supreme 
importance : If this session of Congress fails to approve the legisla- 
tion now before you, the achievement of any transportation system 
for the Nation’s Capital may well be delayed for years. 

This delay, in itself, would be most unfortunate; but the results of 
the delay would extend far beyond the field of transportation. At 
the present moment, the Federal City Council, in cooperation with 
other important segments of our community, is working to advance 
several projects of physical improvement which, when completed, will 
literally transform the face of this Capital City. 

Hundreds of thousands of dollars, for example, have been put up 
by our business community to devise a plan for the downtown business 
district which will be worthy of our Nation’s Capital. 

Millions of dollars have been spent and will be spent by private 
investors to complete Southwest redevelopment. We have given high 
priority to construction of Federal office buildings * * * a National 
Cultural Center * * * a new stadium * * * a downtown multipur- 
pose ter minal, and a host of other vital projec ts. 

But the ultimate nature of each and every one of these efforts is 
directly tied to the kind of transportation which we adopt. If we 
adopt a system of mass rapid transit—and we believe that we should— 
we should do so at once so that all other planning, both public and 
private, can be predicated on this decision. 

Washington will be a vastly different and better city if its future 
development is based on rapid transit—but we shall lose most of the 
advantages which rapid transit could bring if we fail to adopt it now. 

The stakes are far too high to gamble on any further delay. This 
is why the Federal City Council urges with all the emphasis at its 
command, that your committee report favorably on the National 
Capital Transportation Act of 1960, and that this program be ap- 
proved by the present session of Congress. 

That concludes the statement from the Federal C ity Council. 

Vice Chairman McMinian. Mr. Justement, you have been present, 
I think, all morning and maybe much of yesterday. You heard several 
proposed amendments. Would you be in agreement with any of those 
amendments to this bill? 

Mr. Justement. I would not. I would prefer to see the bill go 
through in its present form. That is the position of the Federal City 
Council. 

Vice Chairman McMitian. You stated that it was possible there 
wouldn’t be any legislation for 7 years, if they don’t take positive 
action at this time. 


You don’t think that January 1—you wouldn’t have any confidence 
in that Congress ? 


55285—60— 10 
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Mr. Justement. I feel that there is so much sentiment and time 
and effort and steam back of this effort that if we fail now, it may be 
delayed for a number of years. 

I feel that progress in the Nation’s Capital in planning matters 
is not a continuous, smooth curve, but it occurs by fits and starts, and 
there are times when a whole series of events build up to a crescendo, 
you might say, and action takes place. 

Of course, the initial founding of the Capital was that kind of a 
thing. But 100 years later, the plan of 1901 really set the city back 
again on its proper course. I think this is a critical time simply like 
the time of 1901. 

Vice Chairman McMinsan. This a rather extensive program, and | 
am certain you would want all of its ramifications gone into thoroughly 
before we take any definite action. Once we get into this and adopt 
some legislation here, it would be rather hard to turn back. 

So I am certain you want to go into it thoroughly. 

Mr. Jusrement. Obviously, everything should be considered of 
which time permits. 

On the other hand, I do think it is important that the authority that 
is created should have adequate authority; that is, the Corpor ation 
should have adequate authority to do the job for which it is created, 

Represe ntative Broyuite. I agree with the witness that we should 
act now. We have gotten up to a certain point and shouldn't drop 
the ball. 

However, with legislation of this magnitude, it is almost inevitable 
that in order to get it through, you have got to give and take a little 
bit, compromise and work it out to where you can get a majority of 
the vote. 

I would question right now as the legislation is written whether, 
without some modification, there would be any chance of it getting 
through this Congress. 

Mr. JusremMent’. I wouldn’t want to be misunderstood to that extent, 
that we would not favor making any modifications in order to get the 
bill passed. 

I think that quite obviously some modifications would be made, 
and we hope that they will be as small as can be made, and at least 
that they will preserve effective authority for the Federal Corpora- 
tion. 

Vice Chairman McMitian. Thank vou very much. 

Mr. JusTeMENT. Excuse me. 

Mr. Chairman, before I leave, I would like to ask permission to 
present another statement which I will not read. It is a one-page 
statement on behalf of another organization to which I also belong. 

This is on behalf of the Committee on the National Capital of the 
American Institute of Architects, and 1 am a member of that com- 
mittee. 

The chairman is at the present time in Philadelphia, and he has 
asked me to present this one-page statement. With your permission, 
| would like to have it placed in the record. 

Vice Chairman McMinian. Without objection, the statement will 
be included in the record. 
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(The statement of Mr. Louis Justement on behalf of the National 
Capital Committee, ATA, is as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY LOUIS JUSTEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL CAPITAL CoM- 
MITTEE, AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the joint committee, my name is Louis Juste- 
ment and I am appearing on behalf of the Committee on the National Capital 
of the American Institute of Architects. 

(1) The city of Washington is faced with something much more important than 
a choice between several more or less efficient and more or less expensive solu- 
tions to the problem of mass transportation. It is now becoming apparent that 
the city is at a real crossroad in its development and that certain decisions, once 
made, cannot readily be changed. If 8.3193 is enacted into law we shall solve our 
transportation problems and preserve and enhance those values which have made 
Washington a great Capital City. But if we fail to seize this opportunity now it 
is probable that we shall never get a rapid transit system. 

(2) S. 8193 is a good bill in its present form and we favor its adoption without 
modification. If, however, it is necessary to make modifications in order to 
assure its passage we hope that these modifications will not have the effect of 
weakening the power of the proposed National Capital Transportation Corpora- 
tion. The right of the Corporation to acquire by eminent domain land beyond 
the boundaries of tue District of Columbia could, perhaps, be postponed 1 year 
in order to allow more time for the creation of the ee act described in title IV, 
but there iS no reason to postpone suc h authority within the District of Columbia. 

(3) But the important thing is to pass the legislation this year so that planning 
decisions within the District of Columbia, at least, can be based immediately 
upon the knowledge that we are to have a rapid transit system. 

Thank you. 


W ASHINGTON-METROPOLITAN CILAPTER 
OF THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS, INC., 
Washington, D.C., May 3, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Washington-Metropolitan Problems, 
Washington, D.C. 


My DrAR SENATOR Brs_e: The Washington-Metropolitan Chapter of the Amer- 
ican Institute of Architects believes that Senate bill S. 3193, and identical bill 
H.R. 11155, are excellent bills and have only one change to recommend. 

We feel that the declaration of policy and purpose, section 102, S. 3193, is 
destined to play an extremely important part in guiding the administrators and 
advisory boards created by the bill. Essentially section 102 states that the 
objectives (line 22, p. 2) are “to promote safe, adequate, economical, and efficient 
service * * * all to the end of developing a unified and integrated system * * *.” 
This is entirely too limited in purpose and, if allowed to stand unqualified, could 
easily result in the fact that one of our major objectives will be forgotten. 

In our testimony November 10, 1959, before the joint committee we concluded 
our statement as follows: “Rapid transit will bring the people, which we want, 
rather than the automobiles, which we don’t want.” If the beauty, cleanliness, 
and order of this Capital are to be maintained, the bill must contain language 
expressing this objective. The preponderance of all the testimony heard by the 
joint committee indicates that there is a clear mandate to create a transportation 
system which will not increase surface congestion on the streets of W: ishington. 

We therefore strongly urge the following change in Section 102, page 3 of S 
3193: On line 2 strike out period (.) after “region”; insert a semicolon ( ;) and 
add the following: “and to provide, as part of the transportation system, public 
transit which will attract commuters—with the objective of preventing vehicular 
congestion of the National Capital streets.” 

Respectfully yours, 


JAMES Porter, Presiden 
Vice Chairman McMinnan. Thank you, Mr. Justement. 
Mr. Jusrement. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
(The documents referred to are as follows :) 
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FEDERAL Ciry CoUNCIL, 
Washington, D.C., April 8, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BIBLE: For the last several months the Federal City Council 
has had a mass transportation committee performing an extensive analysis of 
the mass transportation plan completed last year by the National Capital Re 
gional Planning Council and the National Capital Planning Commission. 

The committee, whose membership is listed on the enclosure to this letter, has 
concluded that a much improved and greatly expanded transit system is urgently 
required in Washington and parts of the surrounding suburbs. For this reason, 
its members gave special attention to the transit legislation presented to Con- 
gress by the Bureau of the Budget on March 10. 

The committee and the Federal City Council agree with the Budget Bureay 
that the draft legislation “represents a reasonable approach to meeting the 
* * * transit needs of the Washington metropolitan area.” Furthermore, they 
wish to emphasize that in essence the Budget Bureau proposal coincides with 
the committee’s thoughts in the tield of transportation organization and 
financing. 

The council and the committee note that this draft legislation has been intro- 
duced in the Senate by you as 8. 3193 and in the House by Representative Broy- 
hill as H.R. 11135, and that these bilis have been referred to the respective 
District committees in the Senate and House. 

The committee has recommended, and the council has approved, that the 
council endorse without exception S. 3193 and H.R. 11135, and that the council 
transmit those views to the chairman of the Senate District Committee and to 
the chairman of the House District Committee, along with an urgent request 
for prompt and favorable action by the congressional committees and by the 
Congress itself. 

The council hereby urges that early favorable congressional attention be 
given to 8.3193 and H.R. 11135. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM C. Foster, President. 


Mass TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 


Miles L. Colean, chairman, Consulting Economist, Transportation Building, 
17th and H Streets NW. 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON ORGANIZATION 


Maj. Gen. Louis W. Prentiss, chairman; executive vice president, American 
Road Builders’ Association, 918 16th Street N.W. 

George B. Burrus, president and chairman of the board, Peoples Drug Stores, 
Inc., 60-62 Florida Avenue NE. 

Frank Kimball, vice president, Hot Shoppes, Inc., 5161 River Road. 

Charles E. Phillips, president, Equitable Life Insurance Co., 3900 Wisconsin 
Avenue NW. 

Maj. Gen. George Olmstead, President and Chairman of the Board, Interna- 
tional Bank, 1625 I Street NW. 

Dr. John R. Steelman, industrial consultant, 706 Albee Building. 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON ASSUMPTIONS 


W. E. Reynolds, chairman consultant, Webb & Knapp National Corp., Con- 
tinental Building, 1012 14th Street NW. 

John T. Barnett, general manager, Sears, Roebuck & Co., 4500 Wisconsin 
Avenue NW. 

T. Nelson Jeffress, president, Jeffress-Dyer, Inc., 908 20th Street NW. 

Louis Justement, partner, Justement, Elam, Sallmer & Kidd, 2011 K Street 
NW. 

Andrew Parker, president, Woodward & Lothrop, 10th, 11th, F. and G Streets 
NW. 

John N. Robertson, 2725 29th Street NW. 
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENGINEERING PLAN 


Leon Chatelain, Jr., chairman, Chatelain, Gauger & Nolan, 1632 K Street NW. 

Lewis T. Breuninger, Sr., president, L. E. Breuninger & Sons, Inc., 1730 K 
Street NW. 

Charles C. Koones, Sr., president, Koones & Montgomery, Inc., 201 Southern 
Building. 

George Metcalf, vice president, General Electric Co., 1100 Wyatt Building. 

Brig. Gen. T. M. Osborne (retired), executive vice president, West Bros. Brick 
Co., 6600 Sheriff Road NE. 

George W. Petticord, Jr., 3308 14th Street NW. 

Fred A. Smith, chairman of the board, Jefferson Federal Savings & Loan As- 
sociation, 1682 K Street NW. 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON FINANCE 


Richard A. Norris, chairman; president, Riggs National Bank of Washington, 
D.C., 1503 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 

Francis G. Addison, Jr., president and chairman of the board, Security Bank, 
Ninth and G Streets NW. 

Philip L. Gore, president, Security Storage Co., of Washington, 1140 15th 
Street NW. 

James H. Lemon, partner, Johnston, Lemon & Co., Southern Building. 

A. J. Somerville, president, Thos. Somerville Co., First and N Streets NE. 


FEDERAL City COUNCIL, 
Washington, D.C., May 2, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR BrisBLE: I am pleased to transmit, for the consideration of 
your comittee, an analysis by the Federal City Council of the official mass 
transportation survey report developed by Washington’s planning agencies. 
We hope that Congress will find useful the proposals it contains. 

Council members believe that efficient mass transportation is the indis- 
pensable key to the future of the National Capital region. Our area is in the 
midst of an unprecedented urbanization and population expansion. Obviously, 
an efficient, economical system for transporting people throughout the region 
is essential if our metropolitan economy is to develop in orderly fashion. But 
our existing transportation system is patently inadequate to meet even present- 
day demands. 

An improved system must be planned today, if planners and private developers 
are to make intelligent decisions respecting the Washington of tomorrow. From 
the date an action program is put into effect, it will require a minimum of 8 
or 10 years to complete the new transportation facilities contemplated by the 
program. During this interval steady population growth will generate new 
transportation demands. 

Yet, Washington, Capital City for America and the free world, is far behind 
in the parade of major cities acting to solve their transportation problems. 
While we have been debating over the financial and administrative feasibility 
of providing adequate transportaton, other large urban centers have been 
creating such systems. Practically every leading world capital—London, Paris, 
Moscow, Tokyo, Stockholm, Buenos Aires, Berlin—today is served by a highly 
efficient subway system. Only Washington has failed to provide underground 
rapid transit. 

Our delay in achieving adequate transportation has helped produce the traffic 
jams which clog our highways, the flight of business and families to the suburbs, 
and the steady deterioration of Washington’s downtown core. In recogni- 
tion of this fact, the Federal City Council has devoted top priority to its analysis 
of the official survey report, in order to recommend what the Council feels 
would be the best kind of transportation system for the Capital City and its 
region. 

We believe that the final proposals contained in the attached report, if 
translated into action, will help achieve a transportation system permitting 
more effective performance by Government and business, preservation of the 
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dignity and beauty of Washingion as the Nation’s Capital, and promotion of the 
welfare and economy of the entire region. 

We respectfully urge that, if the members of your commiftee agree, legisla- 
tion be enacted this session to carry out the council proposals, so that no time 
will be lost in establishing the improved system of transportation which is so 
vitally needed. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM C. Fos'rer, President. 


FEDERAL CITY COUNCIL TRANSPORTATION STupy COMMITTEE REPORT AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 


The transportation study committee, including its several subcommittees, has 
examined and analyzed the material directly concerning or significantly bearing 
upon the mass transportation problem in the Washington metropolitan region, 

This material included the mass transportation survey report of the National 
Capital Planning Commission and the National Capital Regional Planning 
Council (released July 10, 1959, by the White House) ; the November 1959 hear- 
ings on mass transportation of the Joint Committee on Washington Metropoli- 
tan Problems, Senator Alan Bible, chairman, which hearings also were attended: 
various drafts of proposed legislation designed to provide for solution of the 
problem; published and individually obtained accounts of recent experiences of 
other metropolitan areas in mass transportation; the official and personal views 
of officials and qualified staff members of, and consultants to, the National 
Capital Planning Commission, the National Capital Regional Planning Council, 
the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, the Joint Committee on Washing- 
ton Metropolitan Problems, the House of Representatives Committee on the 
Judiciary, the Bureau of the Budget, and of other public and private officials 
and experts in the fields of planning, engineering, operation, administration, 
and financing of transportation, as well as in related areas. In addition, the 
professional knowledge and pertinent experience of many of the transportation 
study committee’s own members and of otber Federal City Council members 
have been drawn upon extensively. 

The conclusions of the Federal City Council are 

(a) That, in the planning, engineering, and construction of any mass 
transportation system for the Washington metropolitan region, every care 
and consideration must be given to the preservation and, where possible, the 
enhancement of the unique character and beauty of the National Capital 
and its environs. 

(6b) That the Washington metropolitan region needs a far more modern 
system of mass transportation than now exists, and that the need will con- 
tinue to grow and become increasingly acute in the future. 

(c) That an immediate start must be made on the coordinated regulation 
of existing transit facilities and operations as a means of better meeting 
current transportation requirements, pending development of an overall 
system. 

(d) That the region must have a balanced mass transportation system in- 
ecorporating rail rapid transit. 

(e) That detailed planning and engineering must start at once for the 
most crucially needed rail rapid transit facilities of an eventually compre 
hensive regional mass transportation system and that construction and op- 
eration of these facilities must begin at the earliest possible date. This 
start must be made even if it is necessary to do so before all of the ele 
ments of the complete system are planned in final detail. 

(f) That any comprehensive system, to be adequately integrated in its 
planning and engineering and to be coordinated in operation and adininistra- 
tion, should ultimately be controlled by a regional agency spanning present 
jurisdictional boundaries and corporate controls. 

(g) That the Federal Government, as the largest and most vitally con- 
cerned single body in the region, should assist in initiating the financing of 
the construction and equipping of the system. 

Accordingly, the Federal City Council recommends serious consideration of these 

factors: 

1. Washington, as the Capital City of the United States, has certain unique 
features which can and should be preserved. Just as, 60 years ago, the desecra- 
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tion of the Mall by the railroads was stopped, it now would be unthinkable to 
accept any type of elevated railroad, even if it made possible a perfect solution 
to the transportation problem. The excessive use of freeways and cloverleaves, 
for example, would be a danger to the appearance of the Nation’s Capital. 
Where required, therefore, they should be planned with great sensitivity to the 
surroundings. 

2, The arrest of haphazard decentralization by Federal installations, middle- 
and high-income population groups and commercial establishments also is im- 
portant to the preservation of Washington. The central city must not be 
allowed to deteriorate into a second class commercial area surrounded by ex- 
tensive, blighted residential areas. The central city should, on the contrary, be 
made more attractive as a place to live, shop, and play, as well as a place in 
which to work. 

3, A mass transportation system can be developed now without precise agree- 
ment as to the future rate of population growth in the region. It is not im- 
portant that a certain number of people be related to a precise date. It is 
strongly urged, however, that not too much reliance be placed upon projections 
of travel patterns and demands as reported by origin and destination studies. 
Caution seems especially needed in accepting the seemingly high percentage of 
intra-area travel demand projected for residents of Prince Georges County 
in Maryland and of the Virginia suburbs to the west of Washington. It seems 
far more likely that population growth will be greater and that a substan- 
tially higher percentage of interarea travel demand will be generated in these 
areas than apparently was anticipated in the mass transportation survey 
report. 

4, Freeways and parkways obviously will be a necessary part of any balanced 
transportation plan for the region. But, as recognized in the mass transporta- 
tion Survey report, more freeways and parkways alone cannot provide an ade 
quate or practicable solution to the region’s transportation problem. Insofar as 
the freeway and parkway system must be expanded, an entirely acceptable guide 
for engineering planning is available in the basic plan for freeways and park- 
ways released in November 1958 by the National Capital Planning Commission 
and the National Capital Regional Planning Council, accepted by the Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia, and incorporated in the mass transportation 
survey report. 

5. Rail rapid transit for Washington is essential. An all-motor vehicle solu- 
tion would be impractical, uneconomic, and destructive of the whole character 
of the National Capital. A proper balance is needed between freeways (includ- 
ing parkways) and mass transportation by rail rapid transit. Washington should 
not follow the all-automobile pattern of Los Angeles, which city, itself, is cur- 
rently seeking a rail rapid transit solution to its transportation dilemma. 

6. Rail rapid transit has a fundamental advantage over other forms of trans- 
portation. When the capacity of freeways has been reached the only solu- 
tion is additional freeways, which remove even more land from productive 
uses. The capacity of rail rapid transit can be expanded almost without limit, 
yet with comparatively little additional capital outlay. by the relatively simple 
means of adding trains and increasing frequency of scheduled runs 

7. The success of rail rapid transit in the Washington metropolitan region 
must be assured by making it one of the first steps in the mass transportation 
program. If the early stages were to consist merely of building more free- 
ways and parking facilities, this stage would stimulate existing tendencies favor- 
ing the increased use of the private automobile, and thus encourage the very 
travel patterns that should be discouraged. We shall never know how many 
freeways and bridges we can avoid building until we have a rail rapid transit 
system in use. 

8. In developing the rail rapid transit system, existing railroad facilities 
should be utilized immediately, including their improvement where necessary 
and possible extension where strategic. Resulting benefits would be: Far enrlier 
rapid transit service for significant parts of the areas which ultimately would 
be served by any contemplated rapid transit system: substantial monetary 
savings, certainly in initial costs and almost as certainly in long-range costs: 
far less disruption, at least for some time, of the city’s thoroughfares by con- 
struction; and, far less destruction of valuable and revenue producing private 
property. 

%. Acceptance and patronage of the rail rapid transit system must be stimu- 
lated by comprehensive planning of facilities to meet the commiuter’s needs 
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and desires. The facilities which should be provided for this purpose include, 
but are not limited to— 

(a) A complete system of underground transportation in the downtown 
area which would permit distribution of passengers directly to all of the 
primary employment and shopping stops. 

(b) As many as possible of the following facilities at the outlying termi- 
nals and at most of the intermediate stations: adequate parking lots, bus 
transfer stations, shopping centers, elevator apartments, office buildings, 
and other related facilities which would encourage transit patronage. 

10. The principal key to public acceptance of any Washington regional rail] 
rapid transit system is the underground distribution system in the central area, 
As such, it must be planned as the heart of the regional system, and must be 
built without delay. It must provide for a direct tie-in of trackage with all rai] 
rapid transit lines, including those of the existing railroads, which may poten- 
tially serve as rapid transit lines, for a continuous run over the downtown sub- 
way tracks. 

11. Use of the land adjacent to the outlying stations should be planned and 
developed under the control of the appropriate agencies in agreement with the 
transit plan. This integrated control is necessary to assure full advantage being 
taken of the opportunity to achieve appropriate and orderly development of the 
station areas, to stabilize property values, and to stimulate increased commuter 
patronage of the rail rapid transit system. 

12. The Federal Government should make a substantial financial contribution 
to the rail rapid transit system of the Washington metropolitan region. Such a 
system is essential not only to the efficient operation of the Government, but also 
to the orderly development of the region, and thus would protect, preserve, and 
enhance the integrity of design and the beauty of the National Capital. 

13. A transportation agency must be established and vested with adequate 
powers for the comprehensive development of the entire regional mass transit 
system and for control of its operation. These powers constitute the primary 
requirement for the successful planning, construction, operation, administration 
and financing of an integrated, efficient svstem. As recommended by the Mass 
Transportation Survey Report, an eventual regional proprietary agency should 
be established by interstate agreement. To avoid any delays, an interim body 
or bodies should be set up, with provision made for adequate initial Federal 
financing, and with sufficient power to proceed with engineering plans, construc- 
tion, and regulation of operations of the regional transit system, pending readi- 
ness of the interstate authority with comprehensive powers to assume full and 
unified control over all phases of regional mass transit. 

14. Two measures now pending before Congress, which would provide the 
program necessary to implement the foregoing organizational and financing 
requirements, should be enacted in this session. These measures are: (a) The 
“National Capital Transportation Act of 1960” which would make provision for 
an immediate start on the development and the eventual operational control of 
a comprehensive regional mass transit system, with provision for adequate initial 
financing: and (b) the “Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Regulation 
Compact,” which would establish at once the means for coordination of transit 
operations in the region through regulation of the existing operators during the 
interim period of development of the comprehensive regional system. Together, 
the Transportation Act and the regulation compact embody an adequate and 
desirable program necessary to the successful solution of both the long-range 
and immediate aspects of the region’s transportation problem. 

15. In summation: To achieve an adequate regional mass transportation 
system in the foreseeable future, rail rapid transit must receive priority in 
planning and construction and must be started now. An immediate start will 
materially reduce the total cost of the ultimate solution to the transportation 
problem of the Washington metropolitan region and will preserve the character 
and attractiveness of the National Capital. 


LEGISLATIVE BASIS FOR ACTION 


The “National Capital Transportation Act of 1960” is a carefully conceived 
bill which should be enacted because it would create an organizational struc- 
ture and a climate conducive to the successful development and operation of @ 
comprehensive mass transit system for the region, and would make available, 
by providing for Federal appropriations and U.S. Treasury loans, adequate 
financing for the development and initial operating phases of the transit pro- 
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gram. As introduced on March 14, 1960, 86th Congress, 2d session, by Senator 
Alan Bible as 8S. 3198 and by Representative Joel T. Broyhill as H.R. 11135, 
this bill would provide for an integrated succession of organizations, with pro- 
gressively increasing responsibility and authority keyed to anticipated and 
actual progress in the development of the new transit system. 

The proposed organizational structure begins with a temporary Federal 
agency, the “National Capital Transportation Agency,” assigned the primary 
responsibility of planning and developing a regional mass transportation system 
embodying rail rapid transit. The Agency would be empowered to acquire land 
and property and to construct and operate new facilities, but would have no 
jurisdiction, either proprietary or regulatory, over existing transit operators. 
After July 1, 1963, the President could establish a superseding Federal Corpora- 
tion, the “National Capital Transportation Corporation,” which would acquire 
all of the functions of the Agency, plus proprietary authority to control all mass 
transit operations in the region. This act also would provide, however, for 
negotiation by the District of Columbia, Virginia, and Maryland of an agree- 
ment to establish an interstate proprietary authority, as recommended in the 
Mass Transportation Survey Report, which would have complete powers over 
all mass transit in the region. When this agreement had been enacted by the 
two State legislatures and by Congress, the authority would supersede the 
Federal Agency or Corporation, whichever was then in existence. If, however, 
negotiations and the necessary legislative enactments had progressed sufficiently 
by July 1, 1963, so that establishment of the interstate authority appeared rea- 
sonably imminent, the Federal Corporation would not be activated, but the 
Federal Agency would continue in existence until the interstate authority could 
take over its functions directly. 

This organizational program, although seemingly complex, would provide logi- 
cally for the orderly, long-range development and operation of a regionwide mass 
transit system with as much assurance of success as can be provided in 
advance. Failure of favorable action by this Congress conceivably could delay 
this program for years, and perhaps make impossible forever the achievement 
of such a comprehensive solution to the region’s pressing transportation problem. 
For these reasons the National Capital Transportation Act of 1960, which the 
White House is known to endorse, should be passed by the current Congress. 

The “Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Regulation Compact” is an inter- 
state agreement negotiated to answer the urgent need for immediate improvement 
of intraregion transit service through coordination of the operations of the exist- 
ing transit companies in the region. The legislatures of both Virginia and Mary- 
land have enacted this compact. It was introduced in the 86th Congress, 1st 
session, by Representative John R. Foley on May 27, 1959, as House Joint Reso- 
lution 402 and by Senator Alan Bible on August 18, 1959, as Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 135. The compact now requires favorable action only by Congress, with the 
President’s signature anticipated, to become effective. 

The regulation compact would establish a regional transit regulating body, the 
“Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Commission,” which would be responsible 
for the coordination of the operations of the existing transit companies. Through 
this coordination, these limited but vital goals would be attained: The establish- 
ment of through routes, integrated schedules and fare structures, uniformly high 
standards of service and similar benefits, on a regional basis not subject to the 
typical limitations of geographic boundaries and corporate structures. These 
goals can be achieved quickly and their benefits maintained adequately by the 
immediate establishment of the regulatory commission. 

The regulatory activities of the commission, affecting only existing transit 
companies’ operations, would parallel but not overlap the designated activities 
of the proposed Federal transportation agency (S. 3193-H.R. 11135) for develop- 
ment of a regional transit program, since the agency would not have regulatory 
powers. Upon establishment sometime after July 1, 1963, of either the Federal 
transportation corporation or the interstate proprietary authoriy, either of which 
would have regulatory powers, the functions of the regulatory commission would 
be absorbed by the superseding body. 

The compact should be enacted in this session of Congress and the Commission 
established immediately, whether or not the National Capital Transportation 
Act setting up the Transportation Agency is enacted in the current session. The 
present trend toward public disenchantment with transit service could be reversed 
and a healthier climate created for acceptance of any future regional rapid transit 
development through approval of the compact. This is an important and neces- 


sary first step toward the ultimate solution of the transportation problem of the 
Washington metropolitan region. 
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES A. HORSKY, PRESIDENT, WASHINGTON HOUSING 
ASSOCIATION 


The Washington Housing Association is a private citizens organization which 
has been working for more than a quarter of a century to improve housing con- 
ditions in the Nation’s Capital. Housing is a part of neighborhoods which are 
in turn a part of the total community fabric. This fabric is vitally affected by 
major planning decisions, or lack of them. In particular, our experience over 
the years had indicated that transportation planning is basic to sound com- 
munity development. 

It was with these thoughts in mind that I appeared on behalf of the Washing- 
ton Housing Association in November of last year before this committee during 
the hearings on the mass transportation survey. We found that report to be 
representative of the kind of thinking and planning that must be done if out 
community is to grow as the type of community we want. Although we reserved 
the right to differ from this report in detail—and, furthermore, expressed spe- 
cifie concern with respect to some aspects of it-—-we nevertheless supported the 
fundamental concept contained in that report—that is, the early development 
of a balanced mass transportation system using rapid rail transit, express buses 
and a freeway system that would constitute, in effect, the rational completion 
of a system atready substantially under construction. We urged upon the 
Congress at that time the approval of the joint resoultion which authorized the 
creation of the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Commission. 

Now the Washington Housing Association is pleased to appear again before 
this committee in support of S. 3153, the National Capital Transportation Act 
of 1960. This bill would establish effective machinery for implementing a sound 
transportation system for the Washington metropolitan area. Already, 4 years 
have been spent on the initial work which resulted in the transportation plan. 
Inevitably, more time must necessarily be spent, whatever is done, as organi- 
zational, engineering, and financial problems are considered and dealt with. It 
would indeed be unfortunate for the welfare of our conununity if the enactment 
of this bill were, for any reason, substantially delayed. We do not endorse in 
all respects the specificities of this bill, but, at the same time, we do not think 
this is the time to pick little fights with respect te it. The overriding con- 
sideration is that the job to be done is a truly monumental one, and this es- 
sential first step cannot be undertaken too soon. The need f 
without delay is urgent. 

For these reasons, we strongly urge enactment of 8. 3195. 


Vice Chairman McMinzan. Mr. Walter J. Bierwagen, will you 
come to the stand. The committee will be happy to hear any state 
ment vou have 


r moving forward 


Mr. Bierwagen, are vou cone to read all ot this statement / 


i i 


Mr. Birrw \GEN. Please, yes. 

Vice Chairman McMitian. I expect we had better hold you up 
until 2 Vclook. We are going to have a vote. The committee will 
stand adjourned until 2 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the hearing was adjourned, to reconvene 

{2 p.m., of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Vice Chairman McMinnan. The committee will come to order. I 
would like first to extend an invitation that any witness who may 
care to extend his statement into the record and possibly make a short 
statement, if he would like to do that rather than wait until later this 
afternoon, I will let you do that at the present time. 

Mr. Bierwagen, we are delighted to have you with us today. I 
remember several years ago you and I burned some midnight oil try- 
ing to straighten out this business on the transit in the District of 
Columbia and I am glad to see you again. 
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CENTRAL BUSINESS ASSOCIATION, INC. 
Washington, D.C., May 4, 1960, 
Senator ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman of the Senate District Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DeAR SENATOR BisLeE: At the regular monthly meeting of the general member- 
ship of Central Business Association, Inc., held on April 18, 1960, a resolution 
was passed that this association will support S. 3193 a bill which you introduced 
in the Senate on March 14, 1960, with regard to a National Capital Transportation 
Corporation. 

Very truly yours, 
CENTRAL BUSINESS ASSOCIATION, INC., 
By BERNARD L. FRISHMAN, President. 
: Congressman John L. McMillan, Chairman, House District Committee, 


Sanpboz. INC., 
Washington, D.C., May 4, 1960. 
Senator ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, Congress of 
the United States, Washington, D.C. 
(Attention: Mr. Frederick Gutheim.) 

DEAR SENATOR Brs_E: On the occasions of the public hearings relative to the 
Washington metropolitan area mass transporation plan and survey, which were 
held November 9 to 13, 1959, I made a statement before your committee endorsing 
in principle said mass transportation survey report. 

The Washington Real Estate Board would like to go on record in the hearings 
to be held Thursday and Friday, May 5 and 6, 1960, on the “National Capital 
Transporation Act of 1960” as endorsing said act in principle, and would ap- 
preciate having included in the record a copy of the statement I made on behalf 
of the Washington Real Estate Board at the last November hearings. 

Very respectfully yours, 
THOMAS W. SANbDoz. 


WASHINGTON BUILDING CONGRESS, INC., 
Washington, D.C., April 12, 1960. 
Senator ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR Brs_teE: The Washington Building Congress, which is the largest 
construction industry organization in the metropolitan Washington area, has 
studied S. 3193 carefully and, acting through its committee on city planning and 
its board of governors, approves the bill in its entirety. 

Our 1,600 members are drawn from every section of the local construction 
industry, starting with bankers and mortgage lenders, and including architects, 
engineers, general and subcontractors, material suppliers, representatives of or- 
ganized labor, top officials from municipal and Federal construction agencies, 
and related interests such as the public utilities and construction news report 
services. 

Especially qualified members of our planning committee devoted considerable 
time to a study of the bill and proposed several changes. These were rejected 
by a large majority which felt very strongly that this legislation is so important 
to the welfare of the metropolitan region in general and to the District of 
Columbia in particular that it should be endorsed without change. 

We realize the great difficulty of drafting legislation of this kind and we have 
only the highest praise for the manner in which the problem has been solved. 
We believe that this bill will give the city the transportation system it needs 
in the only practicable manner in which it can be achieved. 

The Washington Building Congress urges the prompt enactment of S. 3198 
into law. 

Sincerely yours, 
RAYMOND W. SIM, 
President, Washington Building Congress. 
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and of the District of Columbia, for the orderly growth and develop- 
ment of the National Capital region, and for the preservation of the 
beauty and dignity of the Nation’s Capital. We agree that city plan- 
ners in the past have placed too much emphasis on the private auto- 
mobile as a method of transporting people, and too little on 
maintaining, improving, promoting, and extending our mass trans- 
portation system. We believe that the improvement of our mass 
transportation system requires coordination with other public facili- 
ties and with the use of land, public and private. 

Our members are also, of course, the employees of the major mass 
transportation system in the area, and it is primarily wearing that 
hat that I appear before you today. 

I want to discuss with you the omissions of the proposed legislation 
and its failures from the point of view of labor relations. I am sure 
that this joint committee 1s aware that the legislation before it is very 
complex and that it is appropriate to consider a veritable horde of 
interests in determining whether and what bill should be enacted. 

I am sure that the many expert witnesses who are testifying before 
this committee are better able than I to discuss many of the cther 
very important issues involved in enacting such a bill. My testimony 
is concerned only with that area of which I myself have some real 
knowledge, the 1: ibor aspects of the bill. 

It is perhaps appropriate to suggest at this point that problems are 
not avoided by not dealing with them, in not facing them. Yet this 
is precisely what has been done in the preparation of the bills before 
you. The fact that labor problems may be involved has previously 
been brought to the attention of the drafters of the legislation. No 
effort. however, has been made to deal with the subject. 

I should like also to call to your attention the fact that in all of 
the publicity with respect to S. 3193, and its companion bill, H.R. 
11135, the notion is prevalent that the National Capital Transporta- 
tion Agency created by the bill is temporary in nature, and its sole 
purpose is to initiate the detailed programing and development of the 
transportation system pending the creation of an appropriate agency 
in which is vested the function of operating. 

Despite these statements the simple fact is that section 205 au- 
thorizes that agency to operate all facilities acquired or constructed by 
it, and provides that the agency may enter into agreements with Gov- 
ernment agencies, pr ivate transit companies, railroads, or other per- 
sons for the operation of its facilities, the use of its operating rights, or 
the provision of transit service making use of other facilities and 
operating rights. 

This authority to operate is limited in that the Agency is not au- 
thorized to acquire the facilities, property, or rights-of- way of pri- 
vate transit companies and persons, nor is it authorized to operate 
buses or similar motor vehicles, or make arrangements for the provi- 
sion of such services. 

Frankly I’m not sure I know what it is intended that the Agency 
shall operate. If indeed the intention is that the Agency shall not 
have authority to operate, I can’t see why authority to operate is 
specifically given it. If, on the other hand, the authority to operate 
which is given the Agency is meaningful, even though couched in 
these ambiguous terms, it would seem to me important “that the Con- 
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Mr. Brerwacen. Thank you, but I am sorry we have to go over the 
same ground again. 
Vice Chairman McMiian. We are glad to have your statement. 


STATEMENT OF WALTER J. BIERWAGEN, PRESIDENT, AMAL- 
GAMATED ASSOCIATION OF STREET, ELECTRIC RAILWAY, AND 
MOTOR COACH EMPLOYEES OF AMERICA, AFL-CIO, ACCOMPANIED 
BY HERMAN STERNSTEIN, COUNSEL 


Mr. Brerwacen. Mr. Chairman, my name is Walter J. Bierwagen. 
I am president and business agent of Local Division 689, Amalga- 
mated Association of Street, E lectric Railw ay, and Motor Coach Em- 
ployes of America, AFL- CIO. Local division 689 represents the 
operating and maintenance employees of the D.C. Transit System, 
Ine. Our organization was chartered in 1916, and has been repre- 
senting the employees of the Washington transit system since that 
time. There are approximately 3,000 employees of the D.C. Transit 
System, Inc. 

I am also a vice president of the International Amalgamated As- 
sociation of Street, Electric Railway, and Motor Coach Employes of 
America, AFL-CIO, whose local divisions in this area are the collec- 
tive bargaining representatives of the approximately 1,000 employees 
of other transit employers in this area, including the Alexandria, Bar- 
croft & Washington, and the Washington, Virginia & Maryland Co.'s. 

These employees constitute the ov erwhelming majority of the em- 
ployees who would be affected by the legislation ‘before this committee. 

‘These employees have a very real interest in this legislation because 
it concerns their livelihoods and the health and well- being of their 
families as well as their own. 

They are responsible people; men who have devoted, in many in- 
stances, a substantial part of their lives to providing urban transit 
service in the Washington metropolitan area. On their behalf I want 
at the outset to express my appreciation to this committee for the op- 
portunity to be heard. 

The members of our organization are citizens and residents of the 
communities which make up the Washington metropolitan area, and 
as such have a vital interest in plans for the future of mass transporta- 
tion in the National Capital region. 

As citizens and residents we endorse the general proposal of regional 
planning for mass transit facilities on an area or regional basis, and 
support the formation of the necessary regional org: anization to imple- 
ment the Mass Transportation Survey Report and the planning of an 
integrated mass transit system. 

We believe, as we have previously told this committee, that there are 
still too few people in this area w ho recognize that the mass transpor- 
tation system of a community is one of its ‘great assets. 

I am much afraid that too few of our citizens and neighbors under- 
stand that a larger role for mass transportation must be an integral 
part of any sound plan for the growth and development of the ‘Na- 
tional Capital region. We heartily support the declared policy of the 
bills before you that an improved transportation system for the Na- 
tional Capital region is essential for the continued and effective per- 
formance of the functions of the Government of the United States 
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gress consider the labor relations problems which will necessarily be 
involved. 

The National Capital Transportation Corporation established by 
title III is not to be created if the tristate proprietary Agency de- 
scribed in title IV has taken over. The Corporation is not, however, 
a ary innature. ‘The limitations on the authority of the National 

Capital Transportation Agency to acquire and operate transit fa- 
a of specific nature are not applicable to the ¢ orporation. The 

Corporation’s authority to operate facilities is unlimited. 

The bills before you ignore the collective bargaining history of 
transit in this city, the labor policy of the United States, and the 
experience of other cities and communities. 

The collective barqaining history of transit in this city 

During the 33 years prior to the time, in 1949, that the Wolfson 
interests took over Capital Transit, division 689 and Capital Transit 
and its predecessors maintained a fine collective bargaining relation- 
ship. Between 1916, when a brief strike to obtain recognition took 
place, and 1951, a period of 35 years, only one strike occurred. That 
took place in 1945 immediately after the war, and it lasted only 3 
days. Our disputes during that period were handled through nego- 
tiation of arbitr: ation and the community benefited as well as the 
company and the workers from this long period of industrial peace. 

With the advent of the Woifson group there was a substantial 
change. The company boldly overthrew the longst: inding policy of 
arbitr ation of unsettled disputes. In 1951 a 3-day strike resulted 
when the company refused to arbitrate a dispute over contract changes. 
As you well know, in 1955 the company’s refusal to arbitrate forced 
a 52-day strike and ultimately the company’s franchise was revoked. 

W ith the lessons of that experience br ight in our minds and in the 
minds of the community, when Mr. Chalk took over the local transit 
sysiem, our union insisted upon w riting into the contract. a clear and 
all-inclusive requirement of arbitration of any unsettled disputes 
between the parties. 

Both Mr. Chalk and the union have regarded this clause as a guar- 
antee of uninterrupted service to this community. That clause pro- 
vides that whenever either party requests changes in the existing col- 
lective bargaining agreement or requests termination of all or any 
part of the agreement, and if negotiations fail to result in an agree- 
ment between the parties, then and in that event all issues in dispute 
are submitted to a board of arbitration on the written demand of 
either party. 

The findings of a majority of such a board of arbitration are final 
and binding on the employer and on the union. During the arbitra- 
tion pr oceeding all conditions in the contract remain undisturbed. 
The parties also : agree that during the period covered by the agreement 
service upon and operation of the lines of the company will not be 
interrupted or interfered with by either party. There has been no 
strike or threat of a strike since this clause was adopted. 

I have reviewed this history because I believe it contains a useful 
lesson in the planning of mass transportation facilities for the Wash- 
ington metropolit: in area. The Wolfson era was an unhappy one for 
our community, for the company, and for its employees. Placed side 
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by side, the use of collective bargaining and arbitration by the Chalk 
interests and the pre-Wolfson owners, contrasts sharply with the 
Wolfson era. 

2. The labor policy of the United States 

The national labor policy is based upon collective bargaining 
as its foundation. The Labor-Management Relations Act, 1947, 
familiarly known as the Taft-Hartley Act, states: 

It is hereby declared to be the policy of the United States to eliminate the 
causes Of certain substantial obstructions to the free flow of commerce and to 
mitigate and eliminate these obstructions when they have occurred by encourag- 
ing the practice and procedure of collective bargaining and by protecting the 
exercise by workers of full freedom of association, self-organization, and designa- 
tion of representatives of their own choosing, for the purpose of negotiating the 
terms and conditions of their employment or other mutual aid or protection. 

The Railway Labor Act, which provides the procedures for handling 
labor disputes on railroads and airlines, industries with problems 
closely related to those of local transit, is likewise firmly based on a 
foundation of collective bargaining. That act requires the prompt 
and orderly settlement of all disputes concerning rates of pay, rules, 
or working conditions through collective bargaining, and also contains 
provisions designed to encourage the process of voluntary arbitration. 
The development of collective bargaining and arbitration in the 
transit industry is noaccident. That development has been responsive 
to the special needs of the industry. Transit is an industry which 
provides an essential public service. Orderly procedures are neces- 
sary, therefore, in the same fashion as they are necessary in railroad 
and airline transportation where the Federal Government has estab- 
lished a special system for collective bargaining, mediation, and 
arbitration. 

The transit industry is unique in its operations and in many of the 
conditions of employment. ‘The transit employee’s job is distinctly 
different from that of a typical Government worker whose wages, 
hours, and working conditions are established with some degree of 
uniformity by civil service regulations and congressional action. 

Collective bargaining has been used to solve in an equitable, orderly, 
and effective manner the problems peculiar to the transit industry. 
Experience has shown that except through collective bargaining the 
process of wage determination in the transit industry cannot be 
handled successfully. 

In the first place, in establishing wage rates for any dominant city 
transit system the wage rates must be compared with those paid em- 
ployees in other comparable cities since there is only one dominant 
city transit system in a particular area, Collective bargaining has 
recognized in general in the transit industry that the employees in 
transit are entitled to keep in step with the progress of workers in the 
Nation as a whole, in their own community, and in comparable transit 
systems elsewhere in the industry. 

_ These standards are not susceptible of simple arithmetical applica- 
tion, Nor is unilateral application of such standards by either public 
or private managements feasible or appropriate. These standards 
also can only be applied fairly through collective bargaining con- 
ducted intelligently by experienced negotiators who are familiar 
with the industry and its problems. 
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3. Transit experience in other cities and communities 
When it comes to public operation, moreover, we do not write on 

a clean slate. A substantial number of our larger cities today operate 

publicly owned transit systems either directly or through an authority 

established for that purpose. 

Chicago, New York, Boston, Cleveland, Los Angeles, Detroit, San 
Francisco, and Seattle are among those which now operate transit 
systems. In nearly all of these cities collective bargaining and arbi- 
tration in some form or other have been accepted as the best method 
for resolving unsettled disputes. 

Perhaps the most successful of these procedures have been those 
used in Chicago and Boston. These cities took over public operation 
of their transit systems in 1947. There have been no transit strikes 
since they started public operations. Their problems have been re- 
solved either i in negotiations or in arbitration. They have recognized 
that when private operation becomes public operation the systems 
of collective bargaining and arbitration, developed during private 
operation, must be continued. 

The procedures which are used in these cities have insured indus- 
trial peace and continuous transit operation. 

The lessons of experience have been drawn upon in the adoption 
of the most recent State statute which deals with public operation 
- transit systems. Governor Lawrence of Pennsylvania, on October 

, 1959, signed into law House Bill No. 1297, which contemplates the 
public operation of mass transportation systems in counties of the 
second class in that State. This will have particular application to 
the Allegheny County area, which includes, of course, Pittsburgh. 
A port authority is established which will have functions with ref- 
erence to the operation of mass transportation systems somewhat simi- 
lar to those contemplated here. That Pennsylvania statute makes 
collective bargaining and binding arbitration the foundation of the 
labor relations policies of the State. 

The authority there created is required by law to assume the obliga- 
tions of existing collective-bargaining agreements, to deal with the 
union, or unions, which represent the employees, to take steps to have 
existing pension trust funds transferred to a trust fund to be estab- 
lished and administered jointly by the authority and the participat- 
ing employees where that is presently the case. 

The employees’ seniority and other rights and benefits are protected. 
The authority is required to take over as its employees any employees 
necessary for the operation of the transit system. The authority is 
also required to bargain collectively and to arbitrate. 

Where public ow nership or operation has not been accompanied by 
provisions for collective bargaining and arbitration, the results have 
been serious and unfortunate. As I have e already stated, labor rela- 
tions problems in this complicated industry do not cease when the 
government takes over the transit system. 

If, however, collective bargaining and arbitration are not adopted, 
there is apt to be a transfer from the collective-bargaining process 
to the area of political maneuvering. The New York Transit Av- 
thority is a good illustration. Proposals for changes in wages and 
working conditions in New York become a political problem and one 

which the mayor of the city normally must get into in one way or 
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ag Strikes and threats of strikes have, in fact, taken place in 

New York City. 

We believe the people of the National ¢ ‘apital region and transit 
managements would agree that labor relations problems should not 
be handled by politic al pressures. If no satisfactory procedures are 
provided by statute, labor relations problems may very well become 
an everyday burden for the Senate and House District Committees. 

Unfortunate ‘ly the drafters of the bills before you have not drawn 
any lessons from congressional consideration concerning the estab- 
lishment of a transit authority. Such consideration was given as 
recently as 1956 when the revocation of the Capital Transit Co. fran- 
chise prese snted Congress with the problem of insuring transit service 
inthe District of ¢ ‘olumbia after August 14, 1956. 

Ultimately the problem was resolved by granting the franchise to 
D.C. Transit System, Inc. Much of what I have said here I said 
before the Senate District Committee at the time proposed legislation 
establishing a transit authority was before that committee. 

The Senate bill, S. 3073, would have established a transit authority. 
That bill passed the Senate. As it passed the Senate it provided for 
collective bargaining and arbitration. It provided for the protection 
of seniority rights and pension and other benefits. It also provided 
for the taking over of the employees of the operating and maintenance 
divisions of the acquired transit system to the extent required for the 
operation of the system, and granted for a period of 1 year top 
priority for employment for those not needed and not taken over at 
the time of transfer and preserved the seniority rights of such em- 
ployees. It preserved existing retirement and pension benefits and 
required the authority to est tablish a sound pension and retirement 
system. 

It required the transfer of pension trust funds then under joint 
control of the transit company and the employees to the authority to 
be administered jointly by the authority and the employees through 
their representatives. The bill continued the employees under the 
Social Security Act, under the Unemployment C ompe nsation Act, and 
under the Longshoremen and Harbor Workers’ C ompensation Act, 
among others. I have had the provisions of section 210 of S. 3073 
reproduced and appended to this statement (app. A). 

These illustrations of the experience in the transit industry should 
be determinative here in providing for labor relations under any 
proposed transit authority. Washington is one of the great American 
cities. Its transportation problems are problems which are common 
to all American cities. That the transit authority as proposed would 
be a Federal corporation is not material or relevant. 

It should be pointed out, however, that the use of collective bar- 
gaining and arbitration by Federal agencies has persuasive precedents. 
We also eall to your atte ntion the department: al manual of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. Provision is made for election of employee 
representatives in appropriate bargaining units. Provision is also 
made for collective bargaining and for arbitration. Under this man- 
ual, and its predecessor policy memorandum, many collective bargain- 
ing agreements have been negotiated. The Bureau of Reclamation, 
region 7, had made such an agreement with the International Brother- 
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hood of Electrical Workers Local No. 1759. Section 9.4 of that agree- 
ment provides: 


When agreement is not reached in direct negotiation upon any matter which 
is or may be the subject of direct negotiation between the union and the region, 
such as the determination of rates of pay or modifications and revisions in this 
agreement, either party may invoke the services of a mediator who shall be the 
joint selection of both parties from a panel of five suitable persons previously 
agreed to by the union and the region, said panel to be designated as soon ag 
possible after this agreement becomes effective. The mediator shall use his 
best efforts to bring the parties to an agreement by mediation. 

If such efforts to bring about an agreement through mediation are not success. 
ful, the union and the region shall submit their controversy to arbitration and 
each of the parties shall appoint an arbitrator, and those two arbitrators shall, 
with the help of the mediator endeavor within 5 days to agree upon a third 
arbitrator. If the parties are unable to agree upon an arbitrator the mediator 
shall then appoint such arbitrator. The decision of the majority of said arbi- 
trators shall be submitted to the Secretary and when approved by him, shall be 
final and binding on both parties. 


Other bureaus and subordinate agencies of the Department of the 
Interior have made similar agreements through collective bargaining, 
usually including arbitration. The Alaska Railroad, for example, has 
agreements with many of the standard railway labor organizations, 

The Bonneville Power Administration and the Tennessee Valley 
Authority made collective bargaining agreements with many organi- 
zations. Thus the general agreement between the Tennessee Valley 
Authority and the Tennessee Valley Trades and Labor Council cover- 
ing hourly employees provides for collective bargaining and arbitra- 
tion. 

Illustrative clauses are: 


VII. GRIEVANCE ADJUSTMENT PROCEDURE 


The procedure for adjusting grievances shall provide the employee with full 
opportunity for the presentation of his grievance and for the participation of 
union representatives. Provision shall also be made for appeal from the final 
decision of TVA to an impartial referee. 

. * o J . * s 


XIV. PROCEDURE FOR REVISING SUPPLEMENTARY SCHEDULES, INCLUDING MEDIATION 
AND VOLUNTARY ARBITRATION 


1. Rates of pay, hours of work, other working conditions, and other negoti- 
ated understandings established under this agreement shall be in the form of 
supplementary schedules attached hereto. Such schedules relating to matters 
other than the determination of rates of pay may be amended in joint confer- 
ence called upon 30 days’ notice of either party by the other after they have 
been in effect for 1 year. If, however, agreement in such joint conference is 
not reached, either party may invoke the services of a mediator. The mediator 
shall be the joint selection of both parties from a panel of five suitable persons 
previously agreed to by the council and TVA. The compensation and expenses 
of such mediator shall be borne jointly by TVA and the council. 

A mediator so selected shall use his best efforts by mediation to bring the 
parties to an agreement. If such efforts to bring about an amicable settlement 
through mediation are unsuccessful, the said mediator shall at once endeavor 
to induce the council and TVA to submit their controversy to arbitration. 

2. If arbitration is agreed to, the parties shall each appoint an arbitrator, and 
the third arbitrator shall be designated by the mediator. The decision of a 
majority of said arbitrators shall be final and binding on both parties. The 
expenses of arbitration shall be borne equally by TVA and the council. If 
arbitration, after being proposed by the mediator or by either party, is not 
accepted within 10 days, the mediator shall notify both the council and TVA 
to that effect, and no modification or termination of any provision of any of 
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these schedules shall be made by either party for a period of 30 days from 
expiration of said 10-day period. 

We have merely outlined for you the basic facts concerning labor 
relations on transit systems, public and private. We would be glad 
to furnish more factual data if requested. 

The employees I represent are just as interested as the governmental 
agencies, the Congress, and the people of the National Capital region 
in efficient and continuous transit service. 

We have tried to place before your committee the results of our 
experience, not only here in Washington, but in other large, small, 
and medium-sized cities throughout the United States, both under 
public and private operation. 

Our international union has always endorsed the principles of vol- 
untary arbitration. Its constitution is unique in that no strike will 
be approved unless and until the local division has offered and the 
employer has rejected arbitration. 

More than 60 years of experience are the basis for the conclusion of 
this union that the labor problems in the transit industry are best 
solved through collective bargaining accompanied by arbitration of 
disputes which cannot be directly settled. j 

Many private managements have reached the same conclusion as 
have the employees. Their joint conclusions have frequently been 
written into labor agreements, or have been expressed through the 
utilization of arbitration where the agreement does not expressly call 
for arbitration. 

Public authorities have drawn upon experience where transit oper- 
ations have been taken over by public agencies and they have adopted 
substantially the same machinery for settling labor disputes. Their 
experience, too, demonstrates that under public ownership and op- 
eration collective bargaining and arbitration are essential to the 
continuity and efficiency of transit operations. 

The Federal Government itself has provided collective bargaining 
machinery and arbitration procedures in other activities analogous 
to transit operations. 

There can be no justification for the failure to adopt here the 
lessons of experience. It would be contrary to the best interests of 
the public, of the management of the transit authority, and of the 
employees to fail to establish a sound basis for labor relations in the 
transit operations which a Federal corporation may be called upon 
to undertake. 

Moreover, if Congress were now to fail to approve collective 
bargaining and arbitration in the proposed transit operation there 
would be an adverse effect throughout the United States upon the 
continuation and development of these processes for handling transit 
labor problems. 

It is imperative that the bills before you be amended to provide for 
collective bargaining and arbitration between the transit operating 
agency and the representatives of its employees. 

As has been stated above, the operating agency should be required 
to take over the employees of any transit system it acquires; should 
be required to take over the collective bargaining agreement and to 
observe the practices in connection therewith which have been fol- 
lowed by the acquired transit system. 
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It should also be required to provide the benefits enjoyed by such 
employees at the time of acquisition. In addition, the employees 
should not be deprived of statutory benefits which they presently 
enjoy. 

It would be most unfair to deprive those employees of their social 
security, unemployment compensation, and workmen’s compensation 
benefits. The bills contain no provision for saving these benefits for 
the employees; accordingly, those employees who are not permanently 
insured under the Social Security Act may lose the benefits of the 
contributions they and their employers have made, and others would 
have the amount of their benefits seriously diluted. 

When Congress enacted the Social Security Amendments of 1950 
it took cognizance of the inequity that was done by the transfer of 
private transit systems to public operation after the enactment of the 
Social Security Act and prior to 1951. (Sec. 210(1) of the Social 
Security Act, added by sec. 104(a) of the 1950 amendments. ) 

Those amendments provided for mandatory coverage of the em- 
ployees of most such systems. In other words, in the case of transit 
systems such as Chicago and Boston which had been privately oper- 
ated prior to the enactment of the Social Security Act, but which 
came under public operation subsequently, the amendment required 
that in most instances the employees continue to be covered under 
social security, and their employers and employees were required to 
continue to make contributions thereunder. 

Similar considerations are applicable here not only to social security 
but also to other beneficial legislation such as workmen’s compensa- 
tion and unemployment compensation. 

S. 3073 recognized these principles and provided that laws such as 
the above should be applicable to the employees of the agency. 

Moreover, the employ ees should not be subject to the Civil Service 
Retirement Act, the Civil Service Act of January 16, 1883 and the 
Classifications Act of 1949. 

There is another situation which has not been contemplated by the 
bills. It may be that the new rail transit lines for example would 
be operated by employees of the Federal agency while the rest of the 
transportation system would be operated by the private companies 
now operating them. Such newly hired employees of the Federal 
agency should, of course, be granted the right to self-organization and 
the right to bargain collectively through representatives of their own 
choosing. Election machinery should be established for the selection 
of bargaining representatives and the agency should be mandated to 
bargain with the certified collective bargaining representative of the 
employees. 

These are not the only respects, however, in which the proposed 
legislation is deficient in its protection of employees. It seems clear 
that the building of new rapid transit lines and new freeways and 
parkways on which express buses will operate will divert passengers 
from existing operations of D.C, Transit, as well as other transit com- 
panies operating in the area. 

Some employees will inevitably be displaced as a result of such 
diversion of passengers. Equity demands that employees adversely 
affected be granted protection against losses which are no fault of 
their own. 
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Consequently, we recommend that any employees adversely affected: 
1) be entitled to employment by the agency or any pr ivate operator 
of the new service, the operation of whic h has adver sely affected the 
employee; and (2) that such adversely affected employee, for a period 
of 4 years from the date of the adverse effect upon him, not be placed 
in any worse position with respect to his employment. For example, 
he should be entitled to compensation during the protective period 
for the difference between what he earns in his new employment and 
what he would have earned had he been continued in the employment 
from which he was displaced. 

Similarly, he should not be placed in any worse position with re- 
spect to rules governing his working conditions. 

Nor should he be deprived of benefits relating to this prior employ- 
ment such as free transportation, pensions, hospitalization and so forth 
to the extent such benefits continue to be accorded other employees of 
his original employer. 

He should be entitled to compensation for any necessary moving 
expenses and for any loss resulting from sale of his home at less than 
fair value or under any contract to purchase a home and should be 

saved harmless against loss in obtaiming a cancellation of any unex- 
pired lease. These prince iples of employee protection have precedents 
in mergers and consolidations on the railroads and airlines, and they 
should be applied to this kind of situation, too, 

Section 204(b) provides that the agency shall submit its transit 
development program to the Governors of Maryland and Virginia, 
to the governing bodies of the District of Columbia, the adjacent 
cities and counties and the transit regulatory bodies, to certain organi- 
zations of government agencies or officials, to the Commission of Fine 
Arts, and to private transit companies. We respectfully suggest that 
such programs should also be submitted to labor leaders in the com- 
munity, particularly labor leaders in the transit industry. 

I have prepared in appropriate language, provisions which are 
appropriate for addition to the present bills, which will incorporate 
the suggestions that I have here made. These are appended to my 
statement as appendix B. 

The proposed amendments would provide briefly, section 1, for 
instance, on appendix B, would provide that the National Capital 
Transportation Agency shall bargain collectively and enter into writ- 
ten contracts, 

Section 2 would require that such agency would submit disputes to 
arbitration, which would be final and binding. 

Section 3 would provide that all of the employees of such a trans- 
portation system shall be transferred and appointed as employees of 
the agency. And that these employees will be protected by the con- 
tinuation of any pension or retirement system, and continue to have 
the rights and assume the obligations of any transportation system 
acquired by it with respect to any wages, salaries, hours, and working 
conditions, and so forth. 


Section 4. The employees of the agency or corporation—this I shall 
read in full 


notwithstanding any other provisions of the law shall be subject to the following 
laws and parts of laws 


(a) Title II of the Soci ial Security Act, as amended, and the related provisions 
of the Federal Insurance Contributions Act, as amended. 
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(b) The Longshoremen’s and Harbor Workers’ Compensation Act of March 4, 
1927 (44 Stat. 1424), as amended and extended. 

(c) The District of Columbia Unemployment Compensation Act (49 Stat. 946), 
as amended. 


(d) The Federal Unemployment Tax Act (Internal Revenue Code of 1954, 
ch. 23), as amended. 

(3) Section 9 of the Universal Military Training and Service Act (62 Stat. 604), 
as amended, and related statutes affecting the reemployment rights of persons 
entering the Armed Forces of the United States. 


(4) Section y of the act approved May 10, 1916 (39 Stat. 66, 120), as amended, 
relating to double salaries. 


(g) Section 212 of the act approved June 30, 1932 (47 Stat. 408), as amended, 
relating to the retired pay of members of the Armed Forces. 

(h) The second sentence of section 2 of the act approved July 31, 1894 (29 
Stat. 205), as amended, relating to dual employment. 

Section 5 of the proposal provides that many laws applying to civil 
service shall not be applicable. 

Section 6. Our proposals would provide that to amend the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Unemployment Compensation Act, and be made 
applicable to the employees here. And that section 7, the Federal 
Unemployment Tax Act be made applicable in this particular in- 
stance. Section 8 would provide employee protection. 

This is our formal presentation, Mr. Chairman, and I want to thank 
you for being given the opportunity to be heard. 

Vice Chairman McMiizan, I thank you for coming here and giving 
us proposed opinion on this proposed legislation and I wonder if you 
would like to identify the gentleman. 

Mr. Brerwacen. Mr. Sternstein is counsel for the union. 

Vice Chairman McMizzan. Would you care to make an additional 
statement ? 

Mr. Srernstern. No, Mr. Chairman, I have no additional statement 
here. 

Mr. McMituan. Mr. Foley. 

Representative Fotry. Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment 
that these are important substantive proposals that rank on a level 
with the proposals that were submitted yesterday by representatives 
of the private transit companies of the metropolitan area and being, 
of course, of such great importance, I am sure that the joint commit- 
tee is going to study them very carefully and give them the very fine 
consideration that you have with all other proposals submitted. I have 
no further questions. 

Vice Chairman McMittan. Thank you very much, Mr. Bierwagen. 

(The documents referred to follow:) 


APPENDIX A 


S. 3073, 84rH CoNGRESS, 2D SESSION 
* * * * * * * 


Sec. 210. (a) The Board shall establish a system of organization to fix respon- 
sibility and promote efficiency; establish such positions as may be necessary to 
perform the business of the Authority; define the duties of such positions; fix 
the rates of pay therefor; make appointments thereto; and require bonds to be 
given by the incumbents of such of the said positions as the Board, in its discre 
tion, may determine, and the Board may make provision for the payment by the 
Authority of the premiums for such bonds for such periods as the Board may 
consider desirable. The Board shall establish a personnel system independent of 
the Federal civil service system and the personnel systems governing employment 
in the municipal government of the District of Columbia, and shall make and 
promulgate rules and regulations governing the conditions of employment of 
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such personnel as may be employed by the Authority, including, but not limited 
to, the selection, appointment, reemployment, promotion, demotion, suspension, 
and dismissal of such personnel according to merit and fitness and without 
regard to political, religious, or racial considerations; the fixing of pay and 
hours of employment; the establishment of an employee grievance procedure; 
and the establishment of leave, welfare, and pension privileges, subject to the 
provisions of any collective bargaining agreement then in effect or thereafter 
adopted. 

The Authority shall have the power to bargain collectively with and enter 
into written contracts with the employees of the Authority through accredited 
representatives of such employees or representatives of any labor organization 
authorized to act for such employees concerning wages, Salaries, hours, work- 
ing conditions, health and welfare, insurance and pension or retirement provi- 
sions: Provided, That nothing herein shall be construed to permit hours of labor 
in excess of those provided by law or to permit working conditions prohibited 
by law. In case of dispute over wages, salaries, hours, working conditions, 
health and welfare, insurance or pension or retirement provisions where col- 
lective bargaining and mediation do not result in agreement. the Authority may 
agree to submit such dispute to a tripartite board of arbitration and shall agree 
with such accredited representatives or labor organization that the decision of a 
majority of any such arbitration board shall be final and binding. Each party 
shall agree in advance to pay half of the expense of such arbitration. 

(b) If the Authority acquires a transportation system in operation by a 
public utility, all of the employees in the operating and maintenance divisions 
of such transit utility and all other employees except corporate officers with 
less than 10 years’ service shall be offered transfer and appointment as em- 
ployees of the Authority up to the maximum number of employees required, 
subject to all rights and benefits of this Act, and these employes shall be given 
seniority credit in accordance with the records and labor agreements of the 
transit utility. Any person employed by such transit utility who is not, at the 
time the Authority acquires such utility, offered transfer and appointment as 
an employee of the Authority shall, for a period ending August 14, 1958, have 
a right of seniority for purposes of employment and employment benefits under 
the Authority in a position comparable to the position he last occupied while 
employed by such transit utility or in any other position the duties of which he 
is qualified to perform, in accordance with any collective bargaining agreement 
then in effect. Employees who left the employ of such transit utility to enter 
the military service of the United States shall have the same rights as to the 
Authority, under the provisions of the “Universal Military Training and Service 
Act,” as amended, as they would have had thereunder as to such transit 
utility. Members and beneficiaries of any pension or retirement system or other 
benefits established by that transit utility shall continue to have the rights, 
privileges, benefits, obligations, and status with respect to such established sys- 
tem. There shall be established and maintained by the Authority a sound 
pension and retirement system adequate to provide for all payments when due 
under such established system or as it may be modified from time to time by 
agrement or arbitration. The Authority and the employees through their 
representatives for collective bargaining purposes shall take whatever action 
may be necessary to have the pension trust funds, presently under the joint 
agreement or arbitration. The Authority and the employees through their 
representatives, transferred to the trust fund to be established, maintained, and 
administered jointly by the Authority and the participating employees through 
their representatives. Provision shall be made by the Authority for all officers 
and employees of the Authority appointed pursuant to this Act to become, 
subject to reasonable rules and regulations, members or beneficiaries of the 
pension or retirement system with uniform rights, privileges, obligations, and 
status as to the class in which such officers and employees belong. The terms, 
conditions, and provisions of any pension or retirement system or of any amend- 
ment or modification thereof affecting employees who are members of any labor 
organization may be established, amended, or modified by agreement or arbitra- 
tion with such labor organization. 

(c) The employees of the Authority shall, notwithstanding any other pro 
vision of law, he subject to the following laws and parts of laws: 

(1) Section 9 of the Universal Military Training and Service Act (62 Stat. 
604), as amended (50 U.S.C. App., see. 451 and the following), and related stat- 


utes affecting the reemployment rights of persons entering the Armed Forces of 
the United States: 
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(2) Title II of the Social Security Act, as amended, and the related pro- 
visions of the Federal Insurance Contributions Act (Internal Revenue Code of 
1954, ch. 21), as amended; 

(3) Section 6 of the act approved May 10, 1916 (39 Stat. 66, 120), as amended 
(5 U.S.C., sees. 58 and 59), relating to double salaries ; 

(4) Section 212 of the Act approved June 30, 1932 (47 Stat. 406), as amended 
(5 U.S.C., sec. 50a), relating to the retired pay of members of the Armed Forces: 

(5) The second sentence of section 2 of the Act approved July 31, 1894 (28 
Stat. 205), as amended (5 U.S.C. sec. 62), relating to dual employment: 

(6) The Longshoremen’s and Harbor Workers’ Compensation Act of March 
4, 1927 (44 Stat. 1424), as amended and extended (33 U.S.C., sees. 901-945, 947- 
950 ; title 36, chapter 5, D.C. Code, 1951 edition) ; 

(7) The District of Columbia Unemployment Compensation Act (49 Stat. 
$46), as amended ; 

($8) The Federal Unemployment Tax Act (Internal Revenue Code of 194, 
ch. 23), as amended. 

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the employees of the Author. 
ity shall not be subject to the following laws: 

(1) The Civil Service Act of January 16, 1883 (22 Stat. 403), as amended: 

(2) The Federal Employees’ Group Life Insurance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 
736), as amended ; 

(3) The Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1980 (46 Stat. 468), as 
amended ; 

(4) The Classification Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 954), as amended; 

(5) The Federal Employes Pay Act of 1945 (59 Stat. 295), as amended: 

(6) The Annual and Sick Leave Act of 1951 (65 Stat. 679), as amended: 

(7) The Act entitled “An Act to provide certain employment benefits for em. 
ployees of the Federal Government, and for other purposes,” approved September 
1, 1954 (68 Stat. 1105), as amended: 

(8) The Performance Rating Act of 1950, approved September 30, 1950 (64 
Stat. 1098) ; 

(9) The Veterans Preference Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 387), as amended. 

(e) (1) Subparagraph 1(b) (5) (EB) of the District of Columbia Unemployment 
Compensation Act (49 Stat. 946), as amended (section 46-301, D.C. Code, 1951 
edition) is amended by inserting immediately before the semicolon at the end 
thereof the following: “*: And provided further, That this subparagraph (E) shall 
not apply to the employees of the Washington Metropolitan Transit Authority, 
which for the purposes of this Act shall be deemed to be a covered employer.” 

(2) Section 3306 of the Federal Unemployment Tax Act (Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954, ch. 23), as amended, is amended by inserting at the end thereof a 
new subsection “‘(0)” reading as follows: 

“(0) EMPLOYEES OF THE WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN TRANSIT AUTHORITY.—For 
the purposes of this chapter, and notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph 

(7) of subsection (c) hereof, the term ‘employment’ shall include service in the 
employ of the Washington Metropolitan Transit Authority, and the Board of 
Directors of such Authority, as the employer of individuals whose service con- 
stitutes employment by reason of this subsection, is authorized and directed to 
comply with the provisions of this chapter 23.” 

(f) The Authority is authorized to borrow, and the United States Government 
or any department or agency thereof and the municipal government of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia are authorized to lend to the Authority, the services of United 
States or District of Columbia employees. The Authority shall reimburse the 
United States or the District of Columbia for such services. Any such reim- 
bursement shall be credited to the appropriation from which is paid the compen- 
sation of any person whose services may be borrowed by the Authority. 

(g) As used in subsections (c) and (d) of this section, the word “employees” 
includes officers, but does not include members of the Board of Directors. 


APPENDIX B 


LABOR PROVISIONS 


Section 1. The National Capital Transportattion Agency and National Capital 
Transportation Corporation shall bargain collectively with and enter into written 
contracts with duly authorized labor organizations representing employees of 
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the Agency or Corporation concerning wages, salaries, hours, working conditions 
and beneiits, including, but not limited to, health and welfare, insurance, vaca- 
tion, holiday, sick leave, seniority, and pension or retirement provisions. 

Sec. 2. In case of any labor dispute where collective bargaining does not result 
in agreement, the Agency or Corporation shall offer to submit such dispute to 
arbitration by a board composed of three persons, one appointed by the Agency 
or Corporation, one appointed by the labor organization representing the em- 
ployees, and a third member to be agreed upon by the labor organization and the 
Agency or Corporation. The member selected by the labor organization and the 
Agency or Corporation shall act as chairman of the board. The determination 
of the majority of the board of arbitration thus established shall be final and 
pinding on all matters in dispute. If, after a period of ten (10) days from the 
date of the appointment of the two (2) arbitrators representing the Agency or 
Corporation and the labor organization, the third arbitrator has not been 
selected, then either arbitrator may request the Federal Mediation and Con- 
ciliation Service to furnish a list of five (5) persons from which the third arbi- 
trator shall be selected. The arbitrators appointed by the Agency or Corporation 
and the labor organization, promptly after the receipt of such list, shall determine 
by lot the order of elimination and thereafter each shall in that order alternately 
eliminate one (1) name until only one name remains. The remaining person on 
the list shall be the third arbitrator. The term “labor dispute” shall be broadly 
construed and shall include any controversy concerning wages, salaries, hours, 
working conditions and benefits, including, but not limited to, health and welfare, 
jnsurance, vacation, holiday, sick leave, seniority, and pension or retirement 
provisions, and including any controversy concerning any differences or ques- 
tions that may arise between the parties, including but not limited to the making 
or maintaining of collective bargaining agreements, the terms to be included in 
such agreements, and the interpretation or application of such collective bargain- 
ing agreements, and any grievances that may arise. Each party shall pay one- 
half of the expenses of such arbitration. 

Sec. 3. If the Agency or Corporation acquires an existing transportation 
system, all of the employees of such transportation system, except executive and 
administrative officers, shall be transferred to and appointed as employees of 
the Agency or Corporation, subject to all the rights and benefits of this Act. 
These employees shall be given seniority credit and sick leave, vacation, insur- 
ance, health and welfare, holiday and pension or retirement credits in accord- 
ance with the records and labor agreements from the acquired transportation 
system. Members and beneficiaries of any pension or retirement system or 
other benefits established by the acquired transportation system shall continue 
to have rights, privileges, benefits, obligations, and status with respect to such 
established system. The Agency or Corporation shall assume the obligations 
of any transportation system acquired by it with regard to wages, salaries, 
hours, working conditions, sick leave, health and welfare, insurance, vacation, 
holiday, seniority, and pension or retirement provisions for employees. It shall 
assume the provisions of any collective bargaining agreement between such 
acquired transportation system and the representatives of its employees. The 
Agency or Corporation and the employees, through their representatives for 
collective bargaining purposes, shall take whatever action may be necessary 
to have pension trust funds presently under the joint control of the acquired 
transportation system and the participating employees through their representa- 
tives transferred to the trust fund to be established, maintained. and adminis- 
tered jointly by the Agency or Corporation and the particpating employees 
through their representatives. 

All employees of the Agency or Corporation shall be covered by a sound 
pension and retirement system, adequate to provide for all payments when due 
under such established system or as if may be modified from time to time by 
agreement or arbitration. No employee of any acquired transportation system 
who is transferred to a position with the Agency or Corporation, shall, by 
reason of such transfer, be placed in any worse position with respect to work- 
men’s compensation, pension or retirement, seniority, wages, sick leave, vaca- 
tion, health and welfare, insurance, holiday, or any other benefits than he 
enjoyed as an employee of such acquired transportation system. 

Sec. 4. The employees of the Agency or Corporation shall, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, he subject to the following laws and parts of laws: 

(a) Title IT of the Social Security Act, as amended, and the related provisions 
of the Federal Insurance Contributions Act, as amended. 
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(b) The Longshoremen’s and Harbor Workers’ Compensation Act of March 
4,1927 (44 Stat. 1424), as amended and extended. 

(c) The District of Columbia Unemployment Compensation Act (49 Stat, 
946), as amended. 

(d) The Federal Unemployment Tax Act (Internal Revenue Code of 1954, 
Chapter 23), as amended. 

(e) Section 9 of the Universal Military Training and Service Act (62 Stat. 
604), as amended, and related statutes affecting the reemployment rights of 
persons entering the Armed Forces of the United States. 

(f) Section 6 of the Act approved May 10, 1916 (59 Stat. 66, 120), as amended, 
relating to double salaries. 

(g) Section 212 of the Act approved June 30, 1982 (47 Stat. 406), as amended, 
relating to the retired pay of members of the Armed Forces. 

(h) The second sentence of section 2 of the Act approved July 31, 1894 (28 
Stat. 205), as amended, relating to dual employment. 

Sec. 5. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the employees of the 
Agency or Corporation shall not be subject to the following laws: 

(a) The Civil Service Act of January 16, 1883 (22 Stat. 403), as amended. 

(b) The Federal Employees’ Group Life Insurance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 736), 
as amended. 

(c) The Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1980 (46 Stat. 468), ag 
amended. 

(d) The Classification Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 954), as amended. 

(e) The Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945 (59 Stat. 295), as amended. 

(f) The Annual and Sick Leave Act of 1951 (65 Stat. 679), as amended. 

(g) The Act entitled “An Act to provide certain employment benefits for 
employees of the Federal Government, and for other purposes,” approved Sep- 
tember 1, 1954 (68 Stat. 1105), as amended. 

(kh) The Performance Rating Act of 1950, approved September 30, 1950 (64 
Stat. 1098). 

(i) The Veterans Preference Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 387), as amended. 

Sec. 6. Amend the District of Columbia Unemployment Compensation Act 
(49 Stat. 946), as amended (sec. 46-301, D.C. Code, 1951 ed.) as amended, by 
adding the following new paragraph: 

“For the purpose of this Act, and notwithstanding the provisions of sub- 
paragraph 1(b) (5) (D), the National Capital Transportation Agency or Corpora- 
tion shall be deemed to be a covered employer and the employees of said Agency 
or Corporation shall be deemed to be covered employees.” 

Sec. 7. Amend section 3306 of the Federal Unemployment Tax Act (Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954, chapter 23), as amended, by inserting at the end thereof 
a new subsection reading as follows: 

“EXMPLOYEES OF THE NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY OR CORPORA- 
TION.—For the purposes of this chapter and notwithstanding the provisions of 
paragraph (6) of subsection (c) hereof, the term ‘employment’ shall include 
service in the employ of the National Capital Transportation Agency or Cor- 
poration, and the Agency or Corporation, as employer of individuals whose 
service constitutes employment by reason of this subsection, is authorized and 
directed to comply with the provisions of this chapter 23.” 

Seca. 8. Employee Protection—Any employee of an existing mass transporta- 
tion system, property, or facility, who is adversely affected by the establishment 
of new transit operations by the Agency or Corporation or by a private transit 
company through contract with the Agency or Corporation, or by a private 
transit company conducting new competing transit operations established pur- 
suant to a development plan adopted by the Agency or Corporation, shall be 
entitled to employment by the Agency or Corporation or the private transit 
company and to the benefits of the protective conditions and provisions provided 
for under the Burlington Formula, as set forth in 257 1.C.C, 700, Conditions 1 
through 6, inclusive. For purposes of enforcement or protection of rights, 
privileges, and immunities granted or guaranteed under this section, any em- 
ployee adversely affected shall be entitled to the same remedies as are provided 
under the National Labor Relations Act in the case of employees covered by 
said Act, and the National Labor Relations Board and the courts of the United 
States (including the court of the District of Columbia) shall have jurisdiction 
and power to enforce and protect such rights, privileges, and immunities in 
the same manner as in the case of enforcement of the provisions of the National 
uabor Relations Act. 
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At this time we have Mr. Stanley B. Frosh with us. I believe 
he is ina hurry to leave, so if he will come to the witness stand we will 
hear him at this time. 

And Mr. David L. Cahoon. 

Representative Fotry. Mr. Chairman, if I might identify these fine 
gentlemen further, these two gentlemen are representatives and mem- 
bers of the Montgomer y County Council of Montgomery County, Md., 
and they are here in their official ¢ apacity as spokesmen for the county 
council 

Vice Chairman McMiixan. I know the committee is delighted to 
have you gentlemen to give us your opinion on the proposed legislation. 

You may proc eed in any manner that you may desire. 

Mr. Frosu. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENTS OF STANLEY FROSH, AND DAVID CAHOON, MEMBERS 
OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY 


Mr. Frosu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Stanley B. Frosh, and I am one of the seven elected members 
of the County Council for Montgomery County, Md. I appear here 
with the Honorable David Cahoon who is likewise an elected mem- 
ber of the governing body of our beautiful metropolitan area, 

We are here this afternoon because our county, our citizenry, 
and our officials, both on a staff and policy level, are concerned about 
the very vital problem of transportation in the National Capital 
region. 

We rec ognized that the rapid growth of the population of the area 
and the disperss als of essential Federal agencies throughout the area, 
are multiplying congestion at an ever-increasing rate. We know, 
too, that the solution to such congestion and movement of persons 
and materials, while primarily an oblig: ation of the Federal Govern- 
ment, is of vital concern to the citizens of Montgomery County and 
indeed all of the other outlying areas. 

During the past several weeks, the members of the Montgomery 
County Council, the acting county manager, Mason Butcher, our 
county attorney, Alfred Carter, our State senator, Edward Northrop 
and representatives of the leading citizens’ organizations have met 
on many occasions to work out what we think should be the united 
front and feeling of our county. I think it fair to observe that with 
only slight exceptions all of the groups and individuals who come 
from Montgomery County speak with one voice before this committee. 

Our main question is whether the proposed transit machinery, 
especially a few years from now, will give our local area an adequate 
voice in the transit decisions. 

This is the same problem that faces this metropolitan area in 
such other problems as sewer and water for this region and I would 
observe parenthetically that on these questions, too, as they arise, 
it should be borne in mind that the local areas are vitally concerned 
and vitally involved. So that no unilateral action should be taken 
without proper consultation and coordination between all of the local 
governing bodies. 

We recognize no effective regional transportation machinery is 
possible w ithout centralization. We recognize too that this requires 
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a very active participation by the Federal Government. The solution 
to these problems requires a great deal of mutual trust and confidence 
in Federal-local rel: \tionships of a type never before faced and for 
which there are no easy answers. 

We would hope that even the long-range details of this Federal- 
local relationship can be worked out now in the bill pending before 
Congress. Perhaps through the conferences that have been held be- 
tween our State senator Edward Northrop, Senator Fenwick, Com- 
missioner McLaughlin, and the Budget Bureau, these details may 
be agreed upon. 

We have suggested in the resolution that Mr. Cahoon will present 
to your group that the management of both the temporary National 
Capital Trans portation Agence ‘y and the National Capital Transpor- 
tation Corporation be vested in a Board of Directors with a full-time 
Chairman-Director. That members of these agencies would be ap- 
pointed by the President, with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
and that the several jurisdictions be represented on the board. 

Even, however, if there is not time for this compromise legislation 
to be worked out at this moment, the legislation itself must not be al- 
lowed to die. The immediate need is a noncontroversial organization 
with adequate local safeguard to continue the transit job already 
begun. 

The compromise bill that I referred to before as having been sug- 
gested by the local representatives of Maryland, Virginia, and the 
District of Columbia, would seem to meet this need. Sure ly, gentle- 
men, this is the very least that we should expect, an immediate start 
on an overall and comprehensive basis to solve the transportation 
problems of our National Capital region, and this overall start in 
this session of Congress is the unanimous recommendation of the 
Montgomery County Council and of the citizens’ organizations within 
the county. 

Thank you very much. 

Vice Chairman McMintrian. Mr, Cahoon. 

Mr. Canoon. Mr. rence: if I might take just a moment, I have 
transmitted to the clerk a copy of our resolution No. 4-1616 which 
was unanimously adopted by the county council at its session on last 

Tuesday. Essentially what the council has done here is to capitalize 
on the unanimity which it has found in this area both within our own 
governmental jurisdiction and in the region, that there is an urgent 
and immediate need to proceed with the solution of this very critical 
problem. 

We know the scope and magnitude of the total solution, there are 
some differences of opinion with respect to what ought to be the scope 
and function of the ultimate agency or organ of Government. 

We have our interest in seeing that it is responsive to the local citi- 
zenery, Whatever may be the ultimate solution, 

We felt that the timing and the authority for creation of this 
should be retained here in the legislative h: lls, and that during that 
period of time we can come to the ‘ultimate solution, but we do feel, and 
very urgently feel that it is essential that we proceed now where the 
scope of what is needed in the initial stages is so well known, so well 
defined and can be accomplished. 
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Vice Chairman McMirian. Thank you, Mr. Cahoon, I am sure the 
committee will use every effort to take timely action on this and we 
appreciate your coming before us, and without objection a copy of 
the resolution will be included in the record. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION No. 4-1616 Re Senate Bru §. 3193 





Whereas the immediate development of a solution to the movement of persons 
within the National Capital metropolitan area is essential to the safety and 
welfare of the citizens of the area, and essential to the effective working of the 
Government of these United States, and 

Whereas millions of man-hours are lost each year in choked traffic, com- 
muter time, and the essential operations of the Federal Government are delayed 
and hampered by the slowing of movement, and 

Whereas the rapid growth of the population of the area and the dispersal of 
essential Federal agencies throughout the area is multiplying congestion at an 
ever-increasing rate, and 

Whereas while the solution to such congestion and movement of persons and 
materials is a primary responsibility of the Federal Government, citizens of 
Montgomery County are vitally concerned, and 

Whereas it is essential that an immediate start be made on an overall and 
comprehensive basis to solve the transportation problem in the National Capital 
region: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the County Council for Montgomery County, Md., That— 

The council urges, as immediate and necessary, enactment of legislation at 
this session of Congress to create a temporary National Capital Transportation 
Agency and to provide for the creation of a National Capital Transportation 
Corporation as proposed in Senate bill 3193, with the following modifications : 

(a) That the time and the authority for creation of the National Capital 
Transportation Corporation on page 16, line 24, section 310(a) be amended 
to provide that such creation shall be by the Congress and not prior to July 
1. 1965. 

(b) That the management of both the temporary National Capital Transporta- 
tion Agency and the National Capital Transportation Corporation be vested in a 
Board of Directors with a full-time Chairman-Director, members to be appointed 
by the President with the advice and consent of the Senate, and that the several 
jurisdictions be represented on the Board. 

(c) That title III be amended to provide that the Corporation shall submit 
revisions of its transportation development program for review and comment to 
the governing bodies, organizations, commissions and agencies, private enter- 
prises and governors, as specified in section 204(b), and any acquisition, con- 
struction, or operation of property, rights-of-way, or facilities in the States 
of Maryland and Virginia pursuant to any such revision of the transportation 


development program shall be approved by the respective Governors in accord- 
ance with section 204(c¢). 































(d@) That any private enterprises and lessees operating under contracts with 
the Agency or Corporation and not related directly to transportation facilities 
shall not be exempt from local and State taxes. 

(e) That the Corporation be granted the authority to acquire private trans- 
portation facilities in the event that the Corporation or its successors shall deter- 
mine that the continued existence of any private transit company would impede 
the development of an adequate transportation system or adversely affect its 
operations or economic soundness, 

(f) That title IV be amended to provide that the President. the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, and the President of the Senate shall each appoint 
a person to participate in the negotiations for an interstate proprietary com- 
pact and to represent the United States generally in such negotiations. 

Attest : 


[SEAL] LAWRENCE FE. SPEELMAN, 


Clerk, County Council for Montgomery County, Md. 
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CouNTY COMMISSIONERS, 
PRINCE GEORGES COUNTY, 
Upper Marlboro, Md., May 3, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: The Board of County Commissioners of Prince Georges County 
has discussed in detail the proposals contained in Senate bill 3193, a bill relating 
to transportation in the National Capital region known as the } National Capital 
Transportation Act of 1960. 

The Commission recognizes the need of a National Capital Transportation 
Corporation and is desirous that some local control may be exercised, and that 
the time limit of July 1, 1963, is insufficient. They are also desirous that the 
management of the Corporation shall have some local representation, and that 
final authority shall vest in the Congress of the United States. 

With this thought in mind the County Commissioners of Prince Georges Coun- 
ty approve the position of the Tri-State Commission in principal, and further 
recommend that the amendments as submitted by the commission be adopted by 
the Congress to Senate bill 3193. 

Very truly yours, 
HERBERT W. REICHEL, 
President, Board of County Commissioners. 

Vice Chairman McMinian. Mr. J. C. Turner. 

Mr. Turner, will you identify yourself for the record? The com- 
mittee will be happy to hear any statement you care to make. 


STATEMENT OF J. C. TURNER, PRESIDENT, GREATER WASHINGTON 
CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL 


Mr. Turner. My name is J. C. Turner. I am president of the 
Greater Washington Central Labor Council, and second vice presi- 
dent of the Mary) land State-District of Columbia AFL-CIO, and also 
business manager of Local 77 of the International Union of Operating 
Engineers. 

Representative Forry. Mr. Chairman, before Mr. Turner goes any 
further, I also want to amplify his background. He has been from 
the beginning a member of the Advisory” Council for the District of 
Columbia Commissioners and has been very vitally « active and a very 
nee er force in community and civic affairs for many, many 

ears in the District of Columbia and I would like the record to show 
this fact. 

Vice Chairman McMitzian. Without objection. 

Mr. Turner. As a representative of organized labor in the Wash- 
ington metropolitan area, I appear in support of the position taken 
before your committee by Walter J. Bierwagen, of Local Division 689 
of the Amalgamated Association of Street, Electric Railw: ay & Motor 
Coach Employ ees of America, AFL-CIO. 

The members of the organizations of which I am an officer and rep- 
resentative are, in large. part, residents of the Washington metro- 
politan area and are vit: ally interested in the development of the Na- 
tional Capital region, the place i in which we work and live. 

We endorse the general proposal of regional planning and rede- 
velopment and for mass transit facilities on an area or regional basis, 
giving private enterprise the opportunity to achieve such programs 
as set forth by the Congress. Further, we endorse the establishment 
of gover nmental agencies to provide mass rapid transit services wher- 
ever and whenever enterprise fails to accomplish the necessary goals. 
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The issues being heard by this joint committee are most complex 
and it is therefore appropriate that you should hear from the many 
interested persons. Because of the complexity of the issues, it has 
frequently been true that there has been confusion of the legislation 
concerning approval by the Congress of the tristate compact t and the 
action to be taken with respect to the rapid mass transit. facilities 
study. 

Both of these issues, however, were discussed by the second conven- 
tion of the Maryland State and District of Columbia AFL-CIO at 
the Sheraton Park Hotel here in W ashington, D.C., on November 
30,1959. The resolutions of that body on these | issues make clear that 
it is inappropriate and inequitable to enact legislation which fails to 
provide at least minimal protection for collective bargaining rights 
which have long been established in the operation of the transit sys- 
tems in the W ashington metropolitan area. It would similarly be 
unjust to enact such legislation without providing at least minimal 
security protection for the employees who may be displaced as a re- 
sult of such action. 

We feel strongly that the question of the labor relations of what- 
ever employer operates the transit system should be carefully con- 
sidered in the light of the labor policy of our Nation and in the light 
of the vast experience of employers and employees in the industry. 
We feel strongly that this issue must be faced and not brushed aside. 
The failure of the proponents of the legislation now being considered 
by the Congress to make such provision 1s inexcusable. 

W e believe that when and if it is found necessary that there be an 
agency which will operate in the area a mass transit system, that such 
agency should be required to take over the employees of any transit 
system it acquires and should be required to take over the collective 
bargaining agreement and to observe the practices in connection with 
the collective . bargaining which have been followed by the employer 
and employees of that system. 

The history of collective bargaining and arbitration in this industry 
is a compelling reason for ac loption of provisions such as those which 
have been recommended to you by Mr. Bierwagen today. 

I have attached to this statement copies of Resolutions Nos. 16 and 
17 of the Maryland State and District of Columbia AFL-CIO. I 
appreciate having been permitted to appear here. 

Vice Chairman McMitian. Any questions? 

Thank you very much. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY SECOND CONVENTION OF THE MARYLAND STATE AND 


District or CotumMBIA AFL-CIO, SHERATON PARK HOTEL, WASHINGTON, D.C., 
NOVEMBER 30, 1959 


RESOLUTION NO. 16—TRANSIT COMPACT 


Whereas there has been adopted recently by the General Assembly of the 
State of Maryland a compact, previously adopted by the Virginia General 
Assembly; and 

Whereas this compact has to do with the establishment of a Metropolitan 
Transit Regulatory Agency governing the flow of passenger and vehicular 
traffic in the adjoining metropolitan areas of Maryland, Virginia, and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia ; and 


Whereas this compact is now before the Congress of the United States: and 
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Whereas this compact has been opposed by organized employees affected by 
this legislation because the compact does not provide for minimal protection 
of collective bargaining rights long established and minimal security protection: 
and 

Whereas there may be from time to time other compacts of similar nature 
introduced in the Maryland General Assembly and the Congress of the United 
States: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That this Second Constitutional Convention of the Maryland State 
and District of Columbia AFL-CIO goes on record as espousing the right of 
employees to appear before the Maryland General Assembly and the Congress 
of the United States to present their case; and be it further 

Resolved, That if the legislation finally proposed does not contain the minima] 
employee protection above mentioned, this convention is opposed to the enact- 
ment of any such compacts. 


RESOLUTION NO. 17-——-RAPID MASS TRANSIT FACILITIES STUDY 


Whereas there has been reported recently to the President of the United 
States a study concerning the building of highways and the planning of ep- 
larged mass transportation faciilties for the residents of the Washington, D.C, 
metropolitan area; and 

Whereas this study has been referred to a joint committee of the Congress 
of the United States; and 

Whereas it may be, in part, introduced before the Maryland General Assem- 
bly; and 

Whereas this study has as its objective the establishment of rapid transit 
facilities for the residents of the region by bus and by rail; and 

Whereas the emphasis of the study appears to be upon the establishment of 
governmental agencies to own and to operate such rapid transit facilities: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, That this Second Constitutional Convention of the Maryland State 
and District of Columbia AFL-CIO goes on record as requesting the appro- 
priate authorities and legislative bodies that organized labor be given a voice 
before, and an opportunity to serve on, the study commissions, committees, agen- 
cies, and other such bodies in order that the workers of the communities affected 
may be represented in such matters; and be it further 

Resolved, That this convention be on record as endorsing the general proposal 
of regional planning for redevelopment and mass transit facilities on an area 
or regional basis, giving private enterprise opportunity to achieve such pro- 
grams as set forth by the Congress; and that the convention further endorses 
the establishment of governmental agencies to provide mass rapid transit 
services wherever and whenever enterprise fails to occomplish the necessary 
goals. 

Vice Chairman McMiiuan. Call the next witness. We will take a 
20-minute recess to go over to the House and vote. 

(Short recess. ) 

(Senator Bible (the chairman) presiding. ) 

The Cuatrman. The hearing will come to order. 

Our next witness is Mr. Frank E. Curly of Hawkins, Delafield & 
Wood. 

Representative Broymtit. Mr. Chairman, before Mr. Curly starts 
his testimony, I would like to inform the committee that the law firm 
of Hawkins, Delafield & Wood were the attorneys for the New York 
Port Authority, the Triboro Bridge Authority in New York, the New 
York Thruway Authority, the New Jersey Turnpike Authority, and 
the Indiana Toll Road Corp., among many others, and they are down 
here in Washington to testify on this legis: ation at my invitation and 
request, because I felt that they cert: Linly had a very thorough back- 
ground and knowledge of tr ansportation authority that might be of 
help to the committee, and I wish to express my apprec iation to them 
for coming to the committee to help us with this problem. 
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The Cuairman. I appreciate that introduction, and I share the 
sentiments of Congressman Broyhill, and we are happy to have both 
of you gentlemen with us. Would you introduce the gentleman with 
you / 

Mr. Curvy. Mr. Alexander Lankler, my partner. 

The Cuairman. If you would just proceed i in your own manner, sir. 

Mr. Curry. Thank you. I know you are pressed for time, and 
you have got a long list of witnesses. I will be brief. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK CURLY, OF HAWKINS, DELAFIELD & WOOD, 
ACCOMPANIED BY ALEXANDER LANKLER 


Mr. Curty. Senator, S. 3193 contemplates the creation of an inter- 
state authority pursuant to congressionally approved compact and 
with implementing legislation by. the States and the District. 

I thought that 1 could be most helpful to the committee in talking a 
little bit about the legal aspect of the financing of the transit program, 
particularly as it relates to the interstate agency. 

As you know this is not an unusual device for this type of public 
construction and public financing. Several billion dollars worth of 
public improvements have been constructed and financed in relatively 
recent years throughout the country by the use of public authorities, 
public commissions. These are, of course, independent agencies in the 
sense that while they are created by States or by local subdivisions of 
States, the construction, the operation, and the financing of these im- 
provements is largely independent of the politica! forces that created 
them. 

Particularly that is true in the realm of finance, it is necessary both 
as a legal matter and as a financial matter without that element of 
independence the issuance of bonds by these agencies would be quite 
difficult. 

There are similar agencies, public authorities with transit responsi- 
bility in places like San Francisco which will go to the polls either 
in this fall or next year on an issue of some $600 or $700 million for 
local transit. Chicago has one, Los Angeles has one, New York has 
had several years experience in trying to get one going. It has, as 
you perhaps know, legislation adopted within the past 2 or 3 years, 
somewhat similar to the bill before you, except that it has one major 
omission, in that, the provision for the Federal corporation, which 
may be accounted for by the fact that that is New York and this is the 
District of Columbia, the seat of the Federal Government. 

The New York bill provides for a study commission. Legislation 
was passed both in New York and New Jersey and created such a 
commission. The commission made its study, recommended a plan, 
and submitted it to the legislatures in accordance with that legislation. 
New York has adopted a bill which creates a commission, a transit 
district that has all of the powers of a public authority to build, ac- 
quire, operate, and finance the Metropolitan New York Transit 
System. 

New Jersey has not yet adopted such legislation. Under present 
conditions then it probably will not because of opposition in the 
northern New Jersey counties primarily to the tax phase of it. 

55285—60——12 
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I will deal very briefly with some of the legal aspects of such an 
agency, particularly in regard to the financing. The organization 
of this so-called ¢ ‘ompact interstate agency 1s, of course, representative 
of the units participating. In the case of the San Francisco district 
there are five counties, all of which have different requirements, 
They are represented on the commission by members who are ap- 
pointed by their county boards of superv isors. 

In New York, while the port authority is, of course, not a transit 
agency, has no projects of a transit nature, still it is perhaps pertinent 
to talk about it because it is of a bi-State nature and it is composed of 
citizens of New Jersey and of New York appointed by their respective 
Governors. 

Such an authority should, of course, submit to the participating 
States the approval of the program itself. As far as I know, that is 
inherent in all of these districts. In other words, Virginia and 
Maryland and the District, and possibly the Federal Government by 
reason of its investments, would certainly be entitled to pass upon the 
transit program itself, the plan as finally formulated. 

In San Francisco such a plan has to ‘be submitted to the board of 
supervisors before they can get going with it. And as soon as it has 
been approved by those boards, a majority of them, the district is 
then on its own, and it will operate and construct and acquire and 
finance without further reference to those boards unless the plan is 
amended. 

In New York the port authority has 

The CHatrmMan. Can I ask a question right at that point? Are 
these bonds liens against the general property of the district of San 
Francisco or are they straight revenue bonds? 

Mr. Curty. My recollection is they are not. They are not straight 
revenue, Mr. Chairman. The district has the power to issue a v ariety 
of types of bond. In this particular case they are going to probably 
issue tax bonds. They have a taxing power and they may ultimately— 
while their financial program has “not yet been developed they may 
ultimately issue straight revenue bonds. 

To my knowledge they are not a lien upon the property, although 
I know of no reason why they could not be. 

The Carrman. Thank you. 

Mr. Curry. In the port authority, the retention of control over 
the program of the port authority is found in its statute which re- 
quires that the proceedings—the minutes of the meetings of the port 
authority shall be submitted to the Governors of New Jersey and 
New York for their approval. 

To my knowledge, in the 35 years of the port authority, no Governor 
has ever disapproved or reversed. They have been careful not to 
interfere unduly with the operations of the port authority and that is 
for very good reason that the port authority issuing solely revenue 
bonds is going to have difficulties in its financing and ‘future financing 
if there were too much outside political interference. But it does 
have—the Governor of each State does have the power and responsi- 
bility to approve the program. 

Too tight a control from the outside or by the participating units 
on this kind of an authority can have its hazards, if it goes to things 
like internal operation and financing. The courts will, and have, 
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upheld the validity of revenue bond issued by such an authority if it 
ig an independent authority. The bonds—the debt is not subject to 
the debt limitations of the participating States or the districts or the 
counties because it is an independent entity. 

If you bring in too many controls—if you try to regulate it too 
tightly, partic ul: irly in the realm of financing, then the courts might 
say, “Well, this is just an alter ego of our State or county it is not an 
independent organization and we will say it is subject to the debt 
limits of the States.” 

It also has ramifications in the financial area. If the investor feels 
that something is advisable to him where they have revenue bonds, 
and the right to levy taxes or to approve tolls and toll increases and 

rates is subject to a political veto, the investor is probably not going 
to buy those bonds because he runs the chance, if there is a default or a 
deficiency, the political body may refuse to give its permission. 

These agencies have the power to issue various types of bonds. Most 
of those created in this country issue revenue bonds. Most of your 
big toll roads, bridges, power projects have been issued then on the 
basis of revenue bonds, which are nothing more than bonds secured 
solely by the revenues of the project. 'T here is no taxing power behind 
them. 

In transit programs, the revenues, at least in the beginning, never 
look terribly bright, and for that reason most of the transit districts 
that I am familiar with have provided for a taxing power, either by 
the district itself or by the participating units. It is obviously more 
satisfactory for the district to have that right itself, going back to 
the reason that I gave of assuring the bondholder that his obligations 
will be met. 

In addition to revenue bonds, these districts can issue, if given the 
he r, general obligations of their own. These are tax- backed bonds. 

San Francisco has a variety of things that they can issue, including 
equipment trust certificates or you might have a combination of these 

various things plus some kind of a guarantee from some reputable 
sources. 

You have a New York Thruway Authority, with something like a 
half million dollars’ worth of straight revenue bonds outstanding 
plus a half million bonds which are guaranteed by the State of New 
York. It was questionable back 10 years ago whether the thruway 
could have been built without. such a device. 

The New Jersey Garden State Parkway, which is under the admin- 
istration of an authority, is also similarly financed with a guarantee. 

Representative Broyniti. Mr. Curly, you said half a million dol- 
lars. 

Mr. Curry. I am sorry, I should have said half a billion, half a bil- 
lion. The thruway will ultimately cost about a billion. About half of 
that amount is guaranteed and half of it is revenue. 

There are other devices in connection with the financing which are 
being explored—TI think are actually being used that I know of in one 
case—and that is the issuance of bonds perhaps to purchase equip- 
ment, which the authority is then authorized to lease to operators. The 
port authority in New York presently has such an arrangement pur- 
suant to the statutory authorization to purchase railroad cars and to 


lease them to the commuter railroads; and most people seem to think 
that is going to be a successful operation. 
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It also tends to keep the private operator in business where he doesn’t 
feel that he can afford that himself. 

On this business of the amount, the cost of the program, whether 
revenues are suflicient, it is a little premature, I would think at this 
time for that to bea vital factor, at least in determining whether or not 
to proceed with your legislation. 

Certainly, you are not going to know whether revenues are sufli- 
cient or insufficient to back up all of your bonds or all of your bonds 
of this authority until you get up to the time that you are getting 
ready to finance the thing. 

Your bond market will change. Right now it is at a high and it has 
been increasing over the past 3 years. It conceivably might go higher; 
it could go lower; you don’t know. You don’t know whether 4 percent, 
5 percent, or something like it was, say 5 years ago, when it was down 
to 2 or 3 percent, might prevail in 1965 or 1963. That is true also of 
your cost. 

These things are determined by engineering reports at the time that 
you are proceeding, and I would not feel that those should determine 
whether you enact such legislation as this at this time. 

They will certainly have to be worked out, but a great many condi- 
tions prevail at the time you want to proceed with the financing which 
you cannot foresee now, and none of the experts can foresee right 
now. 

These bonds, whether they are tax bonds or revenue bonds, would 
ordinarily be tax exempt as to income under the Internal Revenue 
Code, and they would certainly be exempt as the bonds of a political 
subdivision. They should certainly be exempt under the State legis- 
lation which is enacted implementing suc ha compact. 

The sale of the bonds is provided for, the form of the sale of the 
bonds is provided for in your implementing legislation. There has 
been a trend in recent years for these public bonds to be sold publicly 
at competitive bidding. Sometimes that works and sometimes it 
doesn't. 

In a very complex situation, as you have with transit where the 
security is less than clear and has to be worked out at considerable 
length with bankers before you go to the market, there is ample 
justification for at least allowing in the statute negotiated sales of 
this kind of bond. 

Most important of all, perhaps, the enabling legislation, perhaps 
the compact itself, should make perfectly clear the power of this 
authority to regulate tolls, rates, the sources of its revenues with- 
out supervision or regulation. I would be merely repeating myself 
tosay why. If you do not, you are going to scare off your bondholder 
who will have no assurance that you can meet deficiencies in case they 
occur. 

Finally, in that, I think that your bond proceeds when they are 
issued, should perhaps provide for reimbursement of the Federal 
advances which are going to have to take care of this situation dur- 
ing its initial years, and “the legislation creating the authority prob- 
ably should so provide, subject to bondholders’ agreements. 

These are some of the legal aspects, Mr. ‘Chairman. Some of 
them are perhaps self-evident and I hope I have been of some as- 
sistance to you. 
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The CuairmMan,. I am sure you have. 

Do you have a working knowledge as to the number of outstand- 
ing transit bond issues throughout the United States 

Mr. Curry. Yes; there is—— 

The CHatrmMan. That is more an investment question rather than 
a legal question. 

Mr. Curry. Well, I know of two. Without getting into the de- 
tails of the quality of the bond or the exact dates when they are 
issued. 

The Chicago Transit Commission has a bond issue I believe out- 
standing and I believe the Los Angeles Metropolitan has an issue 
outstanding. 

Those to my recollection are both straight revenue bonds. They 
are both certainly paying their debt service today. 

The CuarrmMan. That is what I was driving at. I was wonder- 
ing if we had any experience in the United States of the marketabil- 
ity of a transit bond. I assume a great deal would depend on the 
character of the bonds, whether it was a revenue bond or a general 
obligation bond and whether or not you had any comments as to 
these bonds. 

No. 1, as to their marketability and, No. 2, as to whether we 
had any examples of them being in default. 

Mr. Curry. I don’t know of any examples of publicly issued transit 
securities being in default. It may be because there is not wide ex- 
perience yet in that field. Transit is generally regarded and _per- 
haps I am speaking a little more as a banker than as a lawyer and 
perhaps should not be, transit is not regarded as a revenue financing 
device by itself generally. 

There is not great confidence in the investment market that rev- 
enues are going to be in the surplus area when you are talking about 
transit, and I think that you look in setting up a bond issue for 
transit, you look to see if there is some other power behind it, the 
taxing power. 

You would look certainly here and I am sure it would be helpful to 
the banker, to the equity, which is represented by the Federal in- 
vestment, if you had some sort of provision in your enabling legisla- 
tion for guarantee, even though the guarantee may be s ubject to all 
sorts of restr ictions before it comes into being, all of that would make 
ita great deal more attractive to the investor. 

The CiiaArrMan. Did you care to supplement the statement ? 

Congressman Broyhill ? 

Represe tative Broyimy. Mr. Chairman, you pretty much covered 
the question I had in mind. Mr. Curly, were you here yesterday 4 

Mr. Curty. Yes; I was. 

Representative BroyHitt. Then you heard the question of concern 
about the total cost of this proposed program $600 million being the 
estimated overall costs? 

Mr. Curry. Yes, si 

Representative Broyutiy. This concerned some of us, this problem 
of getting the Congress to approve such a program that might obligate 
the Federal Government to an expenditure in that amount. 

Having to start from seratch so to speak, with no facilities whatso- 
ever, could such an authority market their bonds without having a 
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large portion of the bonds guaranteed or underwritten by the Fed- 
eral Government ¢ 

I imagine that a large portion would have to be or certainly a por- 
tion of them would. 

Mr. Curty. Well, I think it depends a lot on what your engineering 
reports are going to show. I don’t know that you can determine that 
today. You can’t determine at this time how much revenues will be 
coming in. 

An engineering survey can certainly estimate at this time. He will 
undoubtedly revise it at the time you get ready to sell bonds. If the 
revenue picture looked extremely good, if you had a very large and 
unexpected influx into Washington, for example, over the next few 
years or the growth demanded it, that might increase his estimates of 
revenues so that you could depend more upon revenue bonds than on 
tax bonds. 

Bear in mind these other transit districts, none of them contemplates 
Federal bonds or Federal guarantees. They are relying more on the 
taxing power of the agency itself to back up the thing. 

As I say, a guarantee by either the Federal Government of a por- 
tion of the bonds perhaps only as to deficiencies, would be desirable. I 
don’t subscribe to the idea that you have to have Federal bonds or 
nothing here, because that would contradict all the other financings 
that are on the boards right now. 

The thruway guarantee, for example, only goes to deficiencies. If 
the thruway authority does not get revenues sufficient to pay its 
bond service, its principal and interest, then the State will have to 
pick up the tab until it does get revenues. 

Representative Broyniti. The net effect is that the State of New 
York is guaranteeing the thruway bond. 

Mr. Curry. That ] portion of the bonds which it has power to guar- 
antee. As I said approximately one-half of the financing is straight 
revenue bonds and they are not guaranteed. The other half are, in 
effect revenue bonds backed up by the guarantee of the State of New 
York. 

Representative Broynitn. Well, the ones that are guaranteed by 
the State of New York are subordinate to the revenue bond; are they 
not ? 

Mr. Curry. They are supported by the revenues 

Representative Broyniti. Subordinate ? 

Mr. Curry. Subordinate. The revenue bonds come first. 

Representative Broyniny. Yes. 

Mr. Curty. And in fact the bond resolution for the thruway pro- 
vides that revenues will be applied to all of the bonds. They will 
be applied first to the bond service of the revenue bonds and then to 
the bond service of the guarantee bonds, thereafter if there were not 
sufficient revenues to pay the guaranteed bond service the State’s guar- 
antee would be invoked. 

Representative Broyumn. Then it is possible that we can get this 
$600 million program down without a large Federal grant or a large 
Federal appropriation or Joan ? 

Mr. Curry. Legally it is certainly possible. Financially it would 
depend on what it is. 

Representative Broyuinu. Yes. 
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Mr. Curty. What the figures are and what your conditions are. 
Legally that certainly can be done and I would hazard a guess that 
you could perhaps finance the thing without a huge F ederal expendi- 
ture. 

Representative Broynit.. That is very important. 

Mr. Curry. But again that gets into an area of banking which I 
would prefer not to comment upon too much in detail. 

The CuatrMAN. Congressman Foley ? 

Representative Fotry. No questions. 

The CuarrmMan. Thank you very much, gentlemen, we appreciate 
your contribution. 

The next witness is Mr. Washington Irving Cleveland, Secretary 
of the District of Columbia Division, American Automobile Associa- 
tion. 


It shows you accompanied by Mr. Rykken. 


STATEMENT OF WASHINGTON I. CLEVELAND, SECRETARY, DIS- 
TRICT OF COLUMBIA DIVISION, AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSO- 
CIATION, ACCOMPANIED BY K. B. RYKKEN 


Mr. CLEVELAND. Yes, sir. 

Representative Broyuity. Mr. Cleveland, I assume you would take 
exception as to what Mr. Chalk said this morning about curbing the 
use of automobiles. 

Mr. CLEvELAND. Very definitely. 

Mr. Chairman, my name is Washington I. Cleveland. I am secre- 
tary of the District of Columbia divi ision, American Automobile As- 
sociation. I am accompanied today by K. B. Rykken, director of 
the highway and legal department of the American Automobile 
Association. 

In November I appeared before this committee expressing broad 
support for the transportation plan for the National Capital region 
prepared under the direction of the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission and the National Capital Regional Planning Council. 

A similar view was expressed by AAA Executive Vice President 
Russell E. Singer, in a communication to you, Senator Bible, under 
date of November 19, 1959. 

Our specific comments today are directed to S. 3193, 86th Congress, 
2d session. 

This bill was introduced on March 14, 1960. Companion bills have 
also been introduced by other members of this joint committee. 

Because serious questions have apa” raised concerning the scope 
of authority which will be granted a National Capital Transporta- 
tion Corpor: gy as provided for under title III beginning on page 
17 of this bill, it is our recommendation that action at this session 
of the Congress be limited to the establishment of a National Capital 
Transportation Agency, as provided for under title II of S. 3193. 

It seems to us that more study is needed before a Nation: 11 Trans- 
portation Corporation, with the contemplated broad grant of author- 
ity, is established. In our opinion, valid questions have been raised 
concerning the position of the several governmental jurisdictions 
which will be affected by the operations of such a Federal cor poration, 
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We, therefore, propose to direct our comments to title II of S. 3193, 
beginning on page 4. 

Section 203(a) on page 7 authorizes the establishment by the Ad- 
ministrator of such advisory and coordinating committees as would 
appear necessary. 

These committees, under the terms of the act, would consider prob- 
lems referred to them by the Administrator and make recommenda- 
tions to him concerning activities of the agency as they affect transit, 
traflic, highway conditions, and other matters of mutual interest to 
the agency and to Government agencies, organizations, and persons 
represented on such committees. 

This raises a question as to the function of presently existing com- 
missions and agencies not only in the District of Columbia but in 
Maryland and Virginia. It would appear to us that the establish- 
ment of even another layer of advisers and coordinators might add 
to the difficulties which will confront a National Capital Transporta- 
tion Agency in the area of proper and necessary cooperation by af- 
fected agencies, organizations, and individuals. 

On page 8, line 24, it is recommended that the word “transit” be 
inserted immedi: itely following the word “necessary. 

On page 9, line 11, we would question reference to “the District 
of Columbia.” ‘The true governing body of the District of Columbia 
is, we believe, the Congress of the United States. We would there- 
fore recommend that reference to the District be deleted. 

On page 10, line 1, it would seem appropriate to insert the words 
“District of Columbia Commissioners” immediately after the word 
“Virginia.’ 

On page 10, line 8, as a matter of clarification it would seem desir- 
able to add the words “or District of Columbia” after the word 
“state” 

Section 205(a) on page 11 with respect to subsection (1) appears 
to us to be entirely too broad and is in effect permissive with regard 
to the agency’s responsibilities for any costs associated with transit 
development over and above those which will be basically required 
for highway purposes. 

We mat ‘e the agency should be totally responsible for any incre- 
ment of cost directly related to the provision of transit facilities. 

On mane 13, subsection 205(a)(7) is also too broadly —™ ised in our 
opinion. We believe this section can be sharpened up by the addi- 
tion of a phrase on line 25 directly after the words “review and com- 
ment” which would read ‘ ‘concerning the effect of the transit develop- 
ment program.’ 

On page 14, we recommend the complete deletion of paragraph (8). 
We can see no need for the agency’s entrance into the traflic engineer- 
ing field in the National Capital region which is already well taken 
care of by existing divisions of the several highway departments. 

Mr. Chairman, we believe it imperative that action be taken at this 
session of the Congress to initiate the broad objectives set forth in the 
transportation plan for this National Capital region. We believe the 
enactment of title II of S. 3193, with such changes as have been dis- 
cussed here, will permit a logical and orderly beginning. 

There are significant questions with regard to scope, authority, and 
ultimate development which will, we believe, result from a more de- 
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tailed study of title III of S. 3198. Therefore, in order that a 
necessary start be made in ae hein the objectives set forth in the 
transportation plan for the National Capital region, we urge at this 
time the enactment of title LI. 

I would like to add one further comment. 

The specific reasons why we do not recommend the enactment of 
title ILI at this time are as follows: 

Section 801(b) provides that the corporation may proceed with 
almost any activity in the area of transit development with concurrence 
or approval of the Governors of Maryland and Virginia or without 
any stated compact with or comments from the District Commis- 
sioners. 

In our opinion this broad grant of authority is unwise because most 
certainly transit development for the Washington metropolitan area 
will have impact on the States of Maryland and Virginia and will, in 
fact, involve actual location and construction within those States. 

I don’t know whether I said it but it is without any stated com- 
pact—without concurrence or approval of the Governors. 

Section 301(10) grants the corporation authority to set fares, tariffs, 
and other rates and charges for the services rendered by its facili- 
ties to the public. 

This same section indicates that the corporation shall take into 
account the fare structure of any current transit company currently 
subject to regulation by the Washington Transit Commission or other 
appropriate regulatory agencies. 

However, it grants the corporation authority to operate any 
particular portion of its facilities at less than cost of operation if it 
deems it so advisable. This, it seems to us, could produce a chaotic 
rate situation in the whole Metropolitan Washington area. We are 
also not unmindful of recommendations with regard to your urban 
transportation contained in the recent Department of Commerce 
Federal transportation policy and program. 

The recommendations in this document which suggest the imposi- 
tion of tolls on motor vehicles at principal city gateways and an added 
fee at the city parking lots the proceeds of ‘both of which would be 
used to subsidize mass transit are distasteful to our organization, to 
say the least. There is a question in our mind as to whether the broad 
authority contained in this particular section might be used to bring 
about this type of punitive situation. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for the privilege of appearing 
here. We are deeply interested in this legislation. We do want to 
see it go forward. 

The Craman. Thank you very much, Mr. Cleveland. We al- 

ways appreciate very much your appearance here. Did your con- 
sultant have anything to add? 

Mr. CLEVEL as Mr. Rykken, would you like to say something? 

Mr. RyKxen. I don’t believe so, Mr. Chairman. I would like to 
suggest that with regard to the remarks made by the witness just 
preceding us, I would like, if it is all right with the committee to 
send you a letter of comment. 

The Cuatrman. We are very happy to have you analyze the re- 
marks and send that to the committee, and I would express the hope 
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that we could close this record in toto by either Thursday or Friday 
of next week. 

Mr. RyKKEN. You will have it by then. 

The CuHarrman. We are anxious to make progress. This may be 
understood, and thank you very much. 


AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D.C., May 9, 1960, 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, District of Columbia Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. BIBLE: First, let me express on behalf of the American Automobile 
Association our appreciation of the opportunity accorded us to present our brief 
comments on 8. 3193 last Friday afternoon. 

As you may recall, at that time I asked for the opportunity to submit to you 
a letter of comment concerning the testimony of the attorney from the New York 
Port Authority who immediately preceded Mr. Cleveland and me on the stand. 

His testimony was primarily concerned with the financing aspects of a transit 
development program for the Washington metropolitan area. In that context 
he cited the activities of the New York Port Authority, the New York Thruway, 
the Los Angeles metropolitan transit district, and the Chicago transit district, 
as well as some additional toll road operations. 

I am disturbed by the fact that there is at this time, cerainly, no comparison 
between the operations of an autonomous toll authority such as those which 
were cited and the problem of financing and operating a transit system in this 
metropolitan area. With the exception of approximately one-half of the bonds 
which were sold to finance the construction of the New York Thruway, all other 
bonds which have been sold over the past few years to construct toll facilities 
have been revenue bonds secured entirely by anticipated receipts from user tolls, 
In almost all of the cases cited these have been tolls paid by the motoring public. 
The Chicago transit district has not, to the best of my knowledge, issued any 
type of bond. Their deficits have been financed from city revenue. The Los 
Angeles metropolitan transit district is just now in the process of studying the 
feasibility of a rapid transit system for the Los Angeles area and quite obvi- 
ously have not as yet gone into details of financing the construction of such a 
system. 

The thing that concerns us is the implication that some type of toll mechanism 
is implied in the statements made by this particular witness. About the only 
things on which tolls could be placed in this area would be the Potomac River 
bridges which have already been paid for by motorist taxes. To impose tolls on 
these bridges and then use the proceeds for financing a rapid transit system 
brings us right back to the Commerce Department’s suggestion or recommenda: 
tion in its recently released report “Federal Transportation Policy and Program.” 

Our views on this approach are well known to you and to your committee but 
I felt it necessary to again register opposition to the implication behind the 
testimony of the witness referred to above. 

Sincerely, 
K. B. RYKKEN, 
Director, Highway and Legal Department. 

The Cuarman. At this time I am going to turn the gavel or rather 
return the gavel to the vice chairman of this committee, Congressman 
John MeMill: an. 

I am sorry I have a commitment at 4 that makes it imperative that 
I leave. 

I believe we can complete the rest_of the witnesses within a very 
short time, so I am advised by the staff director, and that it is likewise 
my hope that we will be able to meet. in executive session on either 
Thursday or Friday of this coming week. 

Vice Chairman McMinian. Do you care to ask any questions! 
Thank you very much. 
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DistTrRiIcT OF COLUMBIA TRUCKING ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Washington, D.C., May 5, 1960. 

Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 

Chairman, Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR BIBLE: In the interest of brevity, we reaffirm our position as 
stated in our letter of November 19, 1959, which you have incorporated as a part 
of the record. Our position has not changed. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN R. Scort, Executive Secretary. 

Congressman Foley ? 


The next witness is Darwin Stolzenbach. 
If you will give the reporter your name, and address, the committee 
will be happy to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF C. DARWIN STOLZENBACH, ON BEHALF OF THE 
INTERFEDERATION COUNCIL OF THE GREATER WASHINGTON 
METROPOLITAN AREA 


Mr. Stouzensacu. Thank you, sir. 
My name is Darwin Stolzenbach. 
Vice Chairman McMinian. You may read your statement. 

Mr. Srouzensacu. I live at 10515 Meredith Avenue, Kensington, 
Md. 

Mr. Chairman, this afternoon I am speaking on behalf of the Inter- 
federation Council of the Greater Washington Metropolitan area, the 
only representative voice of the citizenry of the entire region. The 
council is comprised of eight delegates each from civic federations of 
the District of Columbia and the surrounding suburban counties and 
as such reflects the views of hundreds of local citizens’ associations in 
the region. 

I am at present serving as chairman of the council’s special com- 
mittee on metropolitan organization and have previously chaired the 
council’s special committee on the mass transportation survey report. 

Since last July the council, through the efforts of these committees, 
has had the problem of mass transportation in the National Capital 
region under constant study. A great effort has been made to bring 
to bear on this problem the special talents and professional knowledge 
of many residents of the region who qualify as expert in the fields 
of transportation and public administration. 

Most of the council’s position on mass transportation legislation was 
presented to this committee last November, and is incorporated in the 
committee’s hearings. 

In the meanwhile the council adopted an additional report in Jan- 
uary commenting on the December 11 Bureau of the Budget draft bill, 
and again on April 18 adopted a further report commenting on S. 
3193. 

I wish to submit these reports to the committee and request that 
they be incorporated in the record as addenda to my testimony, along 
with a copy of the letter to the editor on this matter published in the 
Evening Star of April 27, 1960. 

Vice Chairman McMrixan. Without objection they will be included. 

Mr. Srotzenpacn. While practically all I intend to say at this time 
will relate specifically to practical suggestions for amending the legis- 
lation before us this afternoon, I must observe in passing that many 
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of the problems that are implicit in what we are all trying to do here 
cannot be resolved in the short time that remains before this C ongress 
adjourns. 

I predict that we shall all be living with these problems, working on 
improved solutions, and taking further action on them for many 
years—an observation that is probably superfluous in view of the ex- 
cellent and forward-looking report that this joint committee published 
in January of last year. 

Because of the general consensus that exists with respect to the 
urgency of this legislation, the existence of a Federal interest in the 
problems of the region, and concomitant existence of strong State and 
local interests, I shall not enter into any detailed discussion of the 
many possible variants for handling the timing, the powers, and the 
organizational structure of the corporation that would be provided 
for in title III of S. 3193. 

As you will observe from our resolution, we feel that decisions on 
organization and financing that go beyond the next 3 to 5 years are 
not essential to the establishment of a temporary Federal agency to 
get on with the job of mass transportation now. 

We believe that title II, with an amendment that I shall describe 
in a few minutes, and title IV also with amendment are all that are 
needed to get us off the dime. 

The principal difficulty with title IIT is that it seems to raise un- 
necessarily some very sticky questions for which we need both time 
and some active leadership in order to work out to a satisfactory 
solution. 

I shall say no more about title IIT other than that we would either 
support the kind of amendments proposed by the tristate commission 
or the Montgomery County Council or support the idea of leaving 
it out altogether. 

I wish to confine my remaining remarks to what we regard as the 
more important question of how to amend title IT so as to give the 
temporary agency the powers it needs to do the job at hand. 

First and foremost the agency should have the powers to take the 
next steps toward developing an integrated regional mass transpor- 
tation system. By this I mean a system that embraces mass trans- 
portation in its entirety, including the major arterial highway net- 
work as well as mass transit routes and facilities. 

The system we contemplate would strike the proper economic bal- 
ance between highway use and all forms of mass transit. The system 
would be designed and managed so as to facilitate the desired de- 
velopment of the new parts of the region as well as the desired re- 
development of the old parts of the region. 

It, should, however, not, and I repeat: not, be a system that merely 
superimposes mass transit on top of an already preconceived regional 
highway plan. 

Let me make this point as clearly as I possibly can. Highways and 
mass transit are and will always be competing facilities for mass 
transportation. The relative volumes of traffic that. will eventually 
utilize highways and mass transit cannot at this time be accurately 
predicted, but will depend upon many factors, such as relative costs 
and convenience, speed, population density patterns—all of which 
need to be carefully examined in relation to each other and continually 
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reexamined and reevaluated in order to provide the basic assumptions 
necessary for decisions on how to develop and maintain a balanced 
system. 

To place transit planning in one agency and to rely on the existing 
but in: udequi ite machinery we now have for regional highw: ay planning 
is to invite something less than a comprehensive mass transportation 
plan. 

Lest there were any doubt as to what we mean, may I call your at- 
tention to the coune il’s report of October 1959 in which we pointed out 
that the mass transportation survey report plan placed dispropor- 
tionate emphasis on arterial highw: ays as a means for meeting the 
region’s traffic needs, and failed to give adequate consideration to the 
possibility of making rapid transit a more attractive alternative. 

The hearings of this committee last November clearly revealed that 
this is a widespre: ud opinion of area residents. I hope ‘the committee, 
in considering this vital aspect of the problem, will give due weight to 
citizen views and will recognize that many of the expressions of con- 
trary opinion are the result of public relations efforts on the part of 
groups that have a vested interest in promoting automobile use. 

We believe that the most desired relationship among all the types of 
facilities for mass transportation can best be arrived at by giving re- 
sponsibility for an overall integrated solution to a single agency. 

Specifically we urge the Congress to expand the scope of the plan- 
ning powers of the Agency and so as to include all aspects of mass 
transportation. 

The idea of limiting the scope of planning powers of the proposed 
Federal Agency to transit, and only to those types of transit that may 
be operated by the Agency, had never been presented to the public 
until the present version of the administration’s bill was unveiled. 

I noted earlier that the council believes the permanent form of or- 
ganization for handling this problem still remains to be worked out. 

Title IV of the proposed bill provides for the negotiation of an 
interstate compact at some time in the future. We believe that this 
title should be amended so as to require the temporary Agency to 
formulate and present to the President and Congress specific recom- 
mendations for permanent organizational and financial ar rangements. 

These recommendations should be presented by a definite time and 
should be developed in cooperation with representatives of the States 
and localities affected. 

In closing I wish to express our profound hope that the committee 
and the Congress will recognize the strong general agreement that 
does exist, not only with respect to enacting this legislation now but 
also with respect. to at least temporary solutions to the intergovern- 
mental relations problems. 

The council’s special committee, of which I am chairman, expects to 
be tackling the longer run organizational questions and to work with 
officials of the region to finding solutions that can be presented to the 
Congress at the appropriate time. 

Thank you. 

Vice Chairman McMitian. Mr. Stolzenbach, we would like to have 
your opinion on this legislation and personally, I would like for you to 
appear before my committee when we have hearings in the House. 


Mr. Broyhill? 
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Representative Broyuitu. No questions. 
Vice Chairman McMutan. Mr. Foley ? 
Representative Fotry. No questions. 
Vice Chairman McMiiian. Thank you. 
(The documents referred to follow :) 


INTERFEDERATION COUNCIL OF THE GREATER WASHINGTON AREA SPECIAL COMMITTEE 
ON MAss TRANSPORTATION 


FIRST REPORT ON PROPOSED LEGISLATION FOR ESTABLISHING A FEDERAL TRANSPORTA- 
TION CORPORATION FOR THE NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION 


Adopted by the Interfederation Council, January 12, 1960 


I. Purpose and scope 


This report is intended as a basis for further consideration of the recommenda- 
tions of the Interfederation Council on the Mass Transportation Survey Report, 
as adopted on October 19, 1959. 

Since October 19, 1959, the Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan 
Problems has held public hearings at which it was evident that there is broad 
public support for proceeding as rapidly as possible toward the creation of a 
Federal Corporation that could begin the development of a regional mass trans- 
portation system in the National Capital region. 

At these hearings the executive branch of the Federal Government indicated 
its intention to propose the creation of such a corporation and to seek authority 
for Federal financial assistance in meeting the capital costs of a regional trans- 
portation system. 

In pursuance of this policy the U.S. Bureau of the Budget has drafted a bill, 
dated December 11, 1959, designated as the “National Capital Transportation Act 
of 1960.” This draft bill has been distributed to local and State officials in the 
region, as well as to the Federal agencies concerned. 

This report compares the basic provisions of the Bureau of the Budget draft 
bill with the adopted recommendations of the council, and provides such addi- 
tional comments and recommendations on this subject as are pertinent and 
feasible at this time. Further analysis and comment on proposed legislation 
dealing with this subject are anticipated by the time congressional hearings are 
held. 

II. Findings with respect to urgency 

The committee notes with approval the intention of the executive branch of 
the Federal Government to introduce legislation on this subject early in the 
2d session of the 86th Congress. Delay in meeting this schedule would impair 
the opportunity for enactment in this session of Congress. Postponement of 
enactment to the following Congress would require reconsideration by a new Fed- 
eral administration, with many attendant uncertainties. Each year of post- 
ponement will inevitably result in increased acquisition costs for the property the 
Corporation or its successor agency will need to acquire. 


III. Findings with respect to intergovernmental relations 


Certain specific provisions of the Bureau of the Budget draft bill have focussed 
the committee’s attention on the relationship between the powers of the proposed 
Corporation and those of the several governmental agencies operating within the 
region. 

In this connection the Council’s previous recommendation was that the Corpo- 
ration “be constituted so as to afford the maximum degree of responsiveness to 
local needs as is consistent with its role as a regional operating agency.” This 
recommendation now needs further elaboration for the following reasons: 

1. The transportation system of a metropolitan region is clearly one of 
the dominant factors in shaping the direction and character of the region’s 
future development. 

2. Ideally, the region’s future development pattern should not be deter- 
mined by a single appointive agency, even with the most elaborate system 
of referrals to State and/or local governmental agencies, but rather by 
representatives of the region’s citizenry, through an organization that is 
duly constituted to act on behalf of the region and whose constituent mem- 
bers are charged with regional responsibilities. 
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3. Although no such organization exists, the need for it will be felt as soon 
as the proposed transportation corporation, or its successor, is ready to 
begin the actual development of a regional transportation program. 

The committee believes that this need should be recognized in connection 
with the proposed legislation on a Federal Transportation Corporation. Other- 
wise there is certain to be a lag in the availability of regional policymaking 
machinery. 

One approach for providing such machinery is to authorize the negotiation of 
an interstate compact to constitute an organization similar to the Washington 
Metropolitan Regional Conference as a body having, among other things, the 
power to review and approve regional development plans such as would be pre- 
pared by the transportation corporation. The most direct means for such 
authorization is to incorporate it in the act creating the Federal Transporta- 
tion Corporation. An advantage of this procedure is that negotiations on the 
ultimate interstate transportation agency and the Conference would be under- 
taken simultaneously. Under this circumstance it would be possible to place 
any limited taxing powers that may be contemplated for meeting financial 
requirements of the transportation system in the hands of a representative 
pody rather than in an appointed specialized operating agency. Alternatively, 
the creation of a regional body could be authorized by separate legislation, but 
that approach would not force legislative attention to the interrelations between 
the two bills. 

Suggested language to accomplish this objective, in the form of a new sub- 
section 9(c) of the Bureau of the Budget draft bill, is attached to this report. 
IV. Findings with respect to responsibilities and powers of the Corporation 

The committee finds that, with some exceptions hereinafter noted, the respon- 
sibilities and powers envisaged by this bill for the Corporation generally con- 
form to the recommendations adopted by the Council. 

The committee reiterates its recommendation (4g. in Council report of October 
19, 1959) that the Corporation be authorized and directed to represent the public 
interest in the avoidance or reduction of congestion through appearance as 
amicus curiae before public agencies responsible for zoning and other actions 
that would affect traffic and traffic-generating land uses. 

The committee further reiterates its recommendation (4h.) that the Corpora- 
tion participate in technological research, and encourage and sponsor experi- 
mentation by operators of mass transportation, directed toward basic knowledge 
contributing to improved mass transportation. 

The committee further recommends that, in order to facilitate coordination 
of the Corporation’s plans with the general land use plans of the region, the 
Corporation should be required to submit its plans to the National Capital 
Regional Planning Council for their advice, prior to submission to the approving 
agency. 


V. Findings with respect to the management of the Corporation 


The committee believes that if the proposed legislation contemplates the 
creation of a representative regional body to which the Corporation’s plans 
and projects may be referred, then the best form of management for the Corpo- 
ration or its successor agency, is the single administrator appointed as specified. 
The committee further believes, however, that the act should provide for Presi- 
dential appointment of a Deputy Administrator, as proposed in the draft bill 
of the Institute of Public Administration. 

The committee further believes that, with the provisions recommended herein, 
there would be no need for the Advisory Board called for in section 5(b) of 
the draft act. 


ProposeD NEw SUBSECTION 9C TO THE NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION 
Act or 1960 


If at any time there shall be established by interstate compact an organiza- 
tion on which the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia or their 
successors, and the governing bodies of the counties and independent cities 
adjacent to the District of Columbia are represented; and if this organization 
shall be empowered and directed by the compact to, among other things, con- 
sider the problems of the metropolitan area embraced by the territory of the 
local governments represented, to review plans for the resolution of those prob- 
lems, and to approve or reject such plans by majority vote; and if the compact 
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provides for the financial support of the organization by the signatories jn 
amounts adequate to enable it to undertake these and any other functions as- 
signed to it; then the Corporation shall submit the development plan to such 
organization, and thereafter the Corporation shall not acquire, construct, or 
operate property, rights-of-way, or facilities not included in some portion of 
the development plan that has already been adopted and approved by the Goy- 
ernors of Maryland and Virginia (so far as may be called for under subsection 
9b), or taken effect without their approval; unless the organization shall have 
approved the development plan or the revision thereof by majority vote. From 
the time of the establishment of the organization the approval of the develop- 
ment plan by the Governors of Maryland and Virginia shall no longer be 
required. 


INTERFEDERATION COUNCIL, 
Arlington, Va., April 25, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR Bis_e: There are enclosed copies of a resolution adopted by the 
Interfederation Council on April 18, and the report of its special Committee oy 
Metropolitan Organization which forms, by reference, part of the resolution. 

It is the desire of the council to see an adequate system of public transpor- 
tation in operation throughout the metropolitan area on the earliest feasible 
date. Before this can be attained, however, many administrative and fiscal 
problems must be resolved. The immediate creation of a Transportation Agency 
with power to take all steps necessary within the next 2 or 3 years, and under 
mandate to present by a prescribed date a plan for a Federal Corporation or 
other successor organization would, we believe, best expedite the adoption of 
a sound, weil-considered plan acceptable to the communities concerned. 

Sincerely yours, 
WALTER KINGSBURY, Chairman. 


RESOLUTION AND REPORT OF THE INTERFEDERATION COUNCIL OF THE GREATER 
WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA ON PROPOSED MASS TRANSPORTATION 
LEGISLATION ADOPTED BY THE INTERFEDERATION COUNCIL, APRIL 18, 1960 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas there is an unprecedented opportunity for enactment of Federal 
legislation to promote mass transportation and relieve congestion in the Na- 
tional Capital region, as the combined result of the mass transportation survey, 
the studies and hearings of the Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan 
Problems; and 

Whereas the council, with assistance of a special committee on metropolitan 
organization, has examined proposed legislation pertaining to mass transporta- 
tion: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Interfederation Council of the Greater Washington Metro- 
politan Area 

(1) Adopt the attached report on mass transportation legislation. 

(2) Regard as urgent the enactment at this session of Congress of legislation 
that will provide for the first steps in establishing a sound mass transportation 
system for the region. 

(3) Recommend to the Congress of the United States enactment of the 
Bureau of the Budget bill (S. 3193), with amendments as indicated in the at- 
tached report. 

(4) Urge the Washington Metropolitan Regional Conference to recognize the 
urgency of congressional action and to use both its collective power and the 
powers of its constituent organizations and official representatives to support 
the kind of legislation recommended in the attached report. 

(5) Uree the executive branch of the Federal Government to recognize the 
difficulties in achieving State and local acceptance of such complex legislation 


and to consider such modifications of its proposed legislation as would bring 
t in line with the attached report 
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(6) Urge the constituent civie federations of the council and other civic 
groups and business groups in the region to consider proposed mass transporta- 
tion legislation in the light of these recommendations and to make appropriate 
independent representations at the congressional hearings on the subject. 


REPORT OF SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON METROPOLITAN ORGANIZATION 


1. The committee still considers as urgent the creation of an interim Federal 
organization to deal with mass transportation in the National Capital region. 

2 The committee reiterates the principles embodied in its previous (October 
19, 1959) report on mass transportation, as recorded in its testimony at the 
hearings of the Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems (pp. 
774-781 ). 

3. The committee endorses the Bureau of the Budget bill (S. 3193 and H.R. 
11185) subject to amendments that would (a) bring it into closer conformity 
with the principles set forth in the council’s previous report of October 1959; 
(b) recognize the council’s views on the intergovernmental relations problem 
as expressed in its recommendations to the Bureau of the Budget in January 
1960; and (¢) meet the major objections that have been raised by local officials 
in the region. 

4. The principal amendments contemplated would have the following effects 
upon the proposed legislation : 

(a) Would make the Federal agency a mechanism for cooperative high- 
way planning as well as being the regional development agency for mass 
transit—a provision embodied in the Bureau of the Budget draft bill of 
December 1959 but deleted in 8. 3193. 

(bh) Would direct the agency, in cooperation with representatives of the 

District of Columbia and the States, to prepare and submit to the President 
by a certnin date recommendations for organization and financial arrange- 
ments for transportation in the National Capital region, and to consider, 
among other alternatives, a Federal corporation, an organization established 
by interstate compact, and continuation or modification of the existing or- 
ganization. 

(¢) Would eliminate the Federal corporation from S. 3193, pending 
further study and answers concerning its operation, relationship with the 
affected States, and financing provisions. 

5. The committee recognizes that consensus among citizens of the region, 
the affected business groups, and the various Federal, State, and local officials 
concerned is desirable from the standpoint of enhancing the chances for enact- 
ment of legislation at the present session of Congress. 

6. In view of the urgency referred to above, however, the committee regards 
§. 3193, even without the amendments referred to above, as preferred to no legis- 
lation at all at this session. 


[From the Evening Star, Apr. 20, 1960] 
SUPPORT URGED FOR IMMEDIATE TRANSIT AGENCY 


The Star editorial of April 19. urging in effect compromise on mass transporta- 
tion legislation, seems remarkably close to the position that has been taken by 
the Interfederation Council. 

Certainly, there would be good reason for pessimism about the future of area- 
wide mass transit if, after all the buildup created by the mass transportation 
survey report and the Bible committee hearings of last November, the consensus 
of area citizens and officials were insufficient to persuade Congress to take con- 
structive action at this session. 

Yet, as the Star editorial points out, such is the real possibility. There may 
be several reasons for the situation. We are finding out how complex a problem 
ametropolitan organization can become. The effects intended by the legislation 
are far reaching, and officials at every affected level of government have a nat- 
ural tendency to think about the problem in terms of their respective tradi- 
tional responsibilities. 

We are approaching the end of an exceptionally busy election year congres- 
sional session, and time is running out. Many expected the Bureau of the 
Budget’s legislative clearance process to produce a solution that would be 
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provides for the financial support of the organization by the signatories in 
amounts adequate to enable it to undertake these and any other functions as 
signed to it; then the Corporation shall submit the development plan to such 
organization, and thereafter the Corporation shall not -acquire, construct, or 
operate property, rights-of-way, or facilities not included in some portion of 
the development plan that has already been adopted and approved by the Gov 
ernors of Maryland and Virginia (so far as may be called for under subsection 
9b), or taken effect without their approval; unless the organization shall have 
approved the development plan or the revision thereof by majority vote. From 
the time of the establishment of the organization the approval of the develop 
ment plan by the Governors of Maryland and Virginia shall no longer be 
required 


INTERFEDERATION COUNCIL, 
Arlington, Va., April 25, 1969. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLe&, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR Bis_e:° There are enclosed copies of a resolution adopted by the 
Interfederation Council on April 18, and the report of its special Committee o1 
Metropolitan Organization which forms, by reference, part of the resolution. 

It is the desire of the council to see an adequate system of public transpor- 
tation in operation throughout the metropolitan area on the earliest feasible 
date. Before this can be attained, however, many administrative and fiscal 
problems must be resolved. The immediate creation of a Transportation Agency 
with power to take all steps necessary within the next 2 or 3 years, and under 
mandate to present by a prescribed date a plan for a Federal Corporation or 
other successor organization would, we believe, best expedite the adoption of 
a sound, well-considered plan acceptable to the communities concerned. 

Sincerely yours, 
WALTER KINGSBURY, Chairman. 


RESOLUTION AND REPORT OF THE INTERFEDERATION COUNCIL OF THE GREATER 
WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA ON PROPOSED MASS TRANSPORTATION 
LEGISLATION ADOPTED BY THE INTERFEDERATION COUNCIL, APRIL 18, 1960 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas there is an unprecedented opportunity for enactment of Federal 
legislation to promote mass transportation and relieve congestion in the Na- 
tional Capital region, as the combined result of the mass transportation survey, 
the studies and hearings of the Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan 
Problems: and 

Whereas the council, with assistance of a special Committee on metropolitan 
organization, has examined proposed legislation pertaining to mass transporta- 
tion; Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Interfederation Council of the Greater Washington Metro- 
politan Area 

(1) Adopt the attached report on mass transportation legislation. 

(2) Regard as urgent the enactment at this session of Congress of legislation 
that will provide for the first steps in establishing a sound mass transportation 
system for the region 

(3) Recommend to the Congress of the United States enactment of the 
Bureau of the Budget bill (S. 3193), with amendments as indicated in the at- 
tached report. 

(4) Urge the Washington Metropolitan Regicnal Conference to recognize the 
urgency of congressional action and to use both its collective power and the 
powers of its constituent organizations and official representatives to support 
the kind of legislation recommended in the attached report. 

- } 


(5) Urge the executive branch of the Federal Government to recognize the 
difficulties in achieving State and local acceptance of such complex legislation 
and to consider such modifications of its proposed legislation as would bring 


it in line with the attached report. 
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(6) Urge the constituent civic federations of the council and other civic 
groups and business groups in the region to consider proposed mass transporta- 
tion legislation in the light of these recommendations and to make appropriate 
independent representations at the congressional hearings on the subject. 


REPORT OF SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON METROPOLITAN ORGANIZATION 


1. The committee still considers as urgent the creation of an interim Federal 
organization to deal with mass transportation in the National Capital region. 

2. The committee reiterates the principles embodied in its previous (October 
19, 1959) report on mass transportation, as recorded in its testimony at the 
hearings of the Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems (pp. 
774-781) 

3. The committee endorses the Bureau of the Budget bill (S. 3193 and H.R. 
11135) subject to amendments that would (a) bring it into closer conformity 
with the principles set forth in the council’s previous report of October 1959; 
(bd) recognize the council's views on the intergovernmental relations problem 
as expressed in its recommendations to the Bureau of the Budget in January 
160; and (¢) meet the major objections that have been raised by local officials 
in the region. 

t. The principal amendments contemplated would have the following effects 
upon the proposed legislation : 


(@) Would make the Federal agency a mechanism for cooperative high 


Way planning as well as being the regional development agency for muss 
transit—a provision embodied in the Bureau of the Budget draft bill of 
December 1959 but deleted in S. 3193. 

(bh) Would direct the agency, in cooperation with representatives of the 
District of Columbia and the States, to prepare and submit to the President 
by a certnin date recommendations for organization and financial arrange 
ments for transportation in the National Capital region, and to consider, 
umong other alternatives, a Federal corporation. an organization established 
by interstate Compact, and continuation or modification of the existing or 
ganization. 


(c) Would eliminate the Federal corporation from S. 3193, pending 
further study and answers concerning its operation, relationship with the 
affected States, and financing provisions. 

Dh. The committee recognizes that consensus among citizens of the region, 
the affected business groups, and the various Federal, State. and local officials 
concerned is desirable from the standpoint of enhancing the chances for enact 
ment of legislation at the present session of Congress. 

6. 
S. 3193, even without the amendments referred to above, as preferred to no legis 
lation at all at this session. 


In view of the urgency’ referred to above, however, the committee regards 


From the Evening Star, Apr. 20, 1960 
SUPPORT URGED FOR IMMEDIATE TRANSIT AGENCY 


The Star editorial of April 19. urging in effect Compromise on mass trausporta- 
tion legislation, seems remarkably close to the position that has been taken by 
the Interfederation Council. 

Certainly, there would be good reason for pessimism about the future of area 
Wide mass-transit if, after all the buildup created by the mass transportation 
survey report and the Bible committee hearings of last November, the consensus 
of area citizens and officials were insufficient to persuade Congress to take con- 
structive action at this session. 

Yet. as the Star editorial points out, such is the real possibility. 


There may 
be several reasons fer the situation. 


We are finding out how complex a problem 
a metropolitan organization can become. The effects intended by the legislation 
are far reaching, and officials at every affected level of government have 
ural tendency to think about the problem in terms of their respective 
tional responsibilities. 


a nat- 
tradi- 


We are approaching the end of an exceptionally busy election year congres- 
sional session, and time is running out. Many expected the Bureau of the 
Budget’s legislative clearance process to produce a solution that would be 
55285—60 13 
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generally acceptable; they now tend to take an “all or nothing” attitude with 
regard to the administration’s proposal. 

The difficulty with this approach is that it ignores the genuine substantive con- 
flicts that surround the problem, and that in fact have not been resolved. The 
following observations are intended to bring the more important of these con- 
flicts to the surface so that they will no longer be hidden roadblocks to action 
on what needs to be done now and what can be reasonably agreed to in a short 
time. 

The administration bill provides for (1) creation of a temporary National 
Capital Transportation Agency, (2) negotiation of a compact setting up an in- 
terstate proprietary agency, and (3), if necessary, the later creation of a Federal 
Transportation Corporation. 

The temporary Agency’s main task would be planning the regional mass tran- 
sit system; it could begin to acquire land, construct, and even operate in the 
District of Columbia, but in Maryland and Virginia only with the consent of the 
respective Governors of these States. The Federal corporation’s powers to 
acquire land, construct, and operate would be subject only to the provisions of 
the National Capital Planning Act of 1952. The powers of the contemplated 
interstate Compact agency are of Course unspecified. 

Now we face the crucial question: Why don’t all the officials of the region rush 
to buy this proposal?’ I submit that there are at least three possible reasons. 

First, there is the question of how the capital obligations incurred by the 
Federal Government eventually will be amortized. Will the District of Colum 
bia, Maryland, and Virginia later be asked to assume full responsibility for an 
investment that may run from one-quarter to one-half a billion dollars? This is 
a query to give the local State officials pause to think, since it is they who would 
have to shoulder the burden of getting an interstate compact through their 
respective legislatures. 

Second, the question of how decisions on the location of transit routes in 
Maryland and Virginia would be made if the corporation were to come into 
being. This is an explosive issue in suburban communities, since the potential 
transit routes and associated stations and parking lots will prove to be major 
factors in local land use densities and other developmental matters. The recent 
Federal decision to program the connecting link between the District of Colum 
bia and U.S. route 240 through the Wisconsin corridor is an unfortunate prece 
dent for the kind of planning and decisionmaking machinery provided for in 
the administration’s mass transit bill. 

Third, the matter of effectively integrating highway and transit planning so as 
to insure that these mutually competing types of mass transportation facility 
are economically balanced. The administration bill would put transit and high 
way planning in different agencies, an arrangement that many believe would 
inhibit the design and operation of an integrated mass transportation system. 

I am sure that each of these reasons as given could provide the basis for pro- 
longed discussion and argument, but this is just the trouble. There is so little 
time for debate on so many fundamental features of a permanent solution. Two 
days of congressional hearings—probably May 5 and 6—could serve merely to 
call these problems to general publie attention. 

The Star editorial does point the way to a solution. Let's get on with those 
tasks that can be undertaken with a modicum of consensus, and arrange for 
what does not now exist at all: namely, a regional organization for continued 
planning and limited but urgent operations, plus arrangements for orderly nego 
tiation of the knotty financial and organizatioal problems. 

The Interfederation Council, representing the major civie federations of the 
region, have proposed amending the administration bill so as to provide the 
following: A Federal agency with powers to plan mass transportation for the 
region, generally along the lines of the proposed National Capital Transporta 
tion Agency; a directive to that Agency to take the leadership in working out 
acceptable solutions to the long-range problems, and come up with an answer 
by a certain date; elimination, for the time being, of the authority to create a 
Federal corporation 

(. DARWIN STOLZENBACH, 
Chairman, Special Committee on Metropolitan Organization, the Inter- 
federation Council. 


Vice Chairman MceMinian. There will be inserted the statement of 
Mir. Gast at this point. 
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(The document referred to follows :) 
PRINCE GEORGES CouNTY CIVIC FEDERATION, INC., 
Cheverly, Md. 
The Prince Georges County Civil Federation in regular meeting assembled the 
5th day of May 1960 resolved : 
That the federation endorse in ——. the provisions of the proposed bills 
S. 3193 and H.R. 11135, to be cited as the “National Capital Transports ition Act of 
1960,” and urge their enactment into law, if possible by this session of the Con- 
gress, subject, however, to amendment as proposed in the report and resolutions of 
the Interfederation Council of the Greater Washington Metropolitan Area on 
Proposed Mass Transportation Legislation presented to the Joint Committee on 
Washington Metropolitan Problems. 
Submitted at the hearings on May 6, 1960, by direction of the federation by 
FRED W. GAST, 
Special Representative. 
Vice Chairman McMiutnan. Mr. Robert Marvin’ Will you give 
the reporter your name and address ¢ 
Mr. Marvin. R. S. Marvin, 11700 Stoney Creek Road, Rockville, 
Md. 


Vice Chairman McMinitan. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF R. S. MARVIN, PRESIDENT, MONTGOMERY COUNTY 
CIVIC FEDERATION 


Mr. Marvin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, [ would like first of all to thank the committee very sincerely 
for this further opportunity to present our views on the vital problem 
of establishing an adequate transportation system for the Washington 
metropolitan area, and to express to you our appreciation of the role 
which this committee has played in developing a solution for this 
problem. 

1 am here today representing the Montgomery County Civie Federa- 
tion of which I am president. We have appeared before this com 
mittee once before on fhe same problem of the transport ation system 
for the area, and we do appreciate this further opportunity to appear. 

Our consideration of metropolitan transit questions has been ex- 
tended over the past year. Resolutions on which this statement is 
based were adopted by the federation on November 9, 1959, January 
11, 1960, and April 11, 1960. 

1 might insert here that the federation is an organization of 8% 
neighborhood citizens’ associations throughout Montgomery County. 

We are also one of the member federations of the Interfederation 
Council which Mr. Stolzenbach, who just appeared, represented, and 
through that, some of our delegates have played a part in formulat- 
ing the resolution which he presented to you. 

The first and most important point of our resolution is to urge the 
establishment during this session of some type of Federal organiza- 
tion to develop cet ailed plans and to start their implementation. 

It appears that general agreement has now been reached on enough 
of the basie questions involved to allow the establishment of a tem- 
porary or@anization acceptable to all jurisdictions involved, and we 
Wish to stress our belief that the most important objective should be 
to enact legislation including these points of agreement. 

We believe that there is a real basis for the concern so widely ex- 
pressed regarding the impact which a Federal corporation might have 
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on the established plans of local jurisdictions, particularly on the sub- 
jects of highw: us 3, land use, and financing. 

That phir ase by the way is quoted from our January resolution. 

At the same time we recognize the necessity of planning and devel- 
oping an effective transportation system on a regional basis. We do 
not believe that the resolution of this conflict is vet at hand and are 
convinced that more study and thought on the part of all the juris- 
dictions and all the citizens of the area must go Into an accepti able 
final solution. 

Thus we urge the retention and emphasis of the provisions in S. 
3193 for the negotiation of an interstate compact. Regarding the 
powers and composition of the temporary Agency and C orpor: tion, 
the amendments suggested in the resolution of the Mont tgvomery Coun tv 
Council, which was presented to you this afternoon, specify the type 
ot protection for the local jurisdictions which we endorse. A Sp recitic 
recommendation of ow: resolution of January 11 was that the Advisory 
Board include at least one member from each of Marviland, Virginia, 
and the District of ¢ olumbia. 

In our consideration of this problem we have assumed that all types 
of commuter transport ition must be considered. We certainly feel 
that in the development of detailed plans the proposed Agency must 
consider the location of highways and freeways along with public 
transit facilities. We are not urging a greater emphasis on the use 
of private automobile s, but only the need of considering all modes of 
transport: ition in arriving at a reasonable solution. 

This is much the same statement that Mr. Stolzenbach has just made 
to you, and I might say that 4 a private talk with Mr. Cleveland, 
just before he gave his statement, it appears to me that our two points 
are not quite as stro! ( oly at variance as ~ V appear otfhand. 

Certainly the ci - federation is not ure ing that we set up another 
highway e ta cae stall to duplicate the work of the present statfs, 
but o rl hat in analyzing the problem and in drawing up the detailed 
plans for the transportation of movemne nt of people in the metropoli- 
tan area the Agency must consider all the modes of transportation. 

They can’t simply ignore the fraction of the commuters who will 
continue to travel by private automobile. They must tie the whole 
thing together. 

May I close by quoting from our resolution of April 11: 

Be it resolved that the Montgomery County Civie Federation goes on record 
as strongly urging that Congress take all possible action to establish an appro- 
priate organization to carry forward the work started by the mass transportation 
survey and which will be acceptable to the officials of the governmental jurisdic 
tions involved. The Federation strongly urges that such action be taken this 
session of Congress and not be carried over to the next Congress. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative Broyitit. Thank you, Mr. Marvin. Any ques- 
tions 4 


Representatin e Forry. Doctor. it is verv nice to see vou. 


I would just like to have vou take a moment or two to just place in 
the record some thoughts you might have along the line of the prob lem 
of impinging upon local autonomy, say of Montgomery County, by 


the Federal ( orpor ition or this temporary Agency - and what vour 
Views of such imMpin vement pro or coh may he? 
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Mr. Marvin. Well, as you know, we have in recent years lived 
through a somewhat an: alogous situation because of our bicounty agen- 
cles, Which are actually agence ies of the State of Maryland. I refer 
to the suburban sanitary commission and to the park and planning 
commission. 

These were initially established as agencies of the State of Mary- 
land, and were given rather important powers in the development of 
the Washington metropolitan region. The sanitary commission in 
construction and planning of se “werlines and waterlines, the park and 
planning commission in a variety of things including, of course, the 
park svstem, responsibility for the master pl: in of highways, and so on. 

As you are well aware, the citizens of Montgomery County, in 
particular, were not entirely happy with the situation under which 
the members of these commissions were ap ypointed by the Governor. 
They were then left to carry on operations in an area which did not 
affect the Governor very directly and of which he did not seem to be 
too much aware and, in effect, they were not very responsive to any- 
body, and during the past 5 to 8 years, I guess, we have successfully 
changed the situation so that the effective power of appointment of 
these two CPOUPS I is now given to the C ounty Council of Montgomery 
County and the County Commissioner of Prince Georges although 
the Governor still retains some appointment power and of course has 
the final say on the appointments. 

I think that the same sort of a problem night arise and probably, 
very possibly, could arise, on the part of a transportation agency, 
in that cert: ainly the locations of major commuter transit lines are 
going to have an enormous Impact on the de ‘velopme nt of our county. 

As you know we have in Montgomery County some large unde- 
veloped areas which are now starting to be built up, out north and 
west of Rockville toward Germantown and so on, where the Atomic 
Knergy Commission is now located, where the Bureau of Standards 
is now going in, and we are just getting master plans for this area of 
the county. 

The effects of a major transportation route on the development 


of this area would be enormous, and it is our belief that the elected 
representatives of a citizens of nt region should really have a 
determining voice 1 dee iding’ how these areas are to be developed 


and they are the only ones who can have it. 

Now, this, ot course, brings up the conflict, bee: ause obviously this 
transportation plan has got to cover the whole area. 

Montgomery County can’t have a veto over it any more than 
Prince Georges County or the District or any other single jurisdic- 
tion, and that is why I personally feel that there are a lot of problems 
that must be worked out. 

I think there is a very reasonable prospect for this being worked 
out. I think the activity of the Washington Regional Conference, 
their recent studies and considerations are extremely encouraging, 
and I think we have every reason to hope that either an interstate 
compact. or some other form of general agreement among all the 
jurisdictions involved, and when I say jurisdictions, I mean the 
Federal Government too, obviously, can be achieved. 

I think this is what we are all aiming at. We just don’t know 
the exact form it should have now. 


194 NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1960 


Representative Forney. I would like to ask one further question. 
Taking your statement here, what runs throughout your words and 
your paragraphs is an impression that I gain that here is a fairly 
broad and deep support among the members of the Montgomery 
County Civic Federation for the mass tr: o study and for the pro- 
gram which is in broad outline contained in S. 3193. I would like 
to have you just further expand on the uk that you folks have 
done in this regard and also the manner in which you debated it and 
discussed it and to what extent it reflects a fairly strong interest and 
support in Montgomery County ? 

Mr. Marvin. There is indeed a broad support for this. 

We started out, as I said, last July. At our meeting in October our 
special committee which had been working on the mass transporta- 
tion survey report from the time it was available, brought in a lengthy 
report with a recommended resolution to the delegates and we had an 
attendance of somewhere between 80 and 100 delegates at that meet- 
ing representing most of our member associations. 

This report was then mimeographed and then mailed to all dele- 
gates and to the presidents of our member associations. ‘They were 
urged to study that and come back the next month at our regular 
meeting in a prepared to vote on it. 

Tt. was discussed in November rather thoroughly, and was adopted 
unanimously. This was our major action, of course, since most of the 
substantive questions that are involved were really covered in that 
mass transportation survey. So our other committee reports have not 
been as lengthy. This one we sent out was, as I remember, about 12 
legal-sized pages, single spaced, which went to something like 500 
or 600 people on our mailing list representing groups through the 
whole county. 

The actions, as T recall, on these three resolutions have all been 
unanimous. I don’t recall any dissenting votes at all. I don’t have 
the minutes in front of me but I am quite sure that is true. There has 
been very strong sup ao on this. 

There is not general agreement on some of the fine points about 
the ultimate operating agency, and would we like a single administra- 
tor, would we like a three-man board. There are differences of opin- 
ion on this but there is no difference of opinion on the fact that we 
should go ahead with this now, that we are in favor of a temporary 
Feder: al organization, whether you call the : agency or corpor: ition or 
whatnot, to get started on the job. 

This we are unanimously agreed on is absolutely necessary and de- 
sirable. 

Representative Forry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank vou, 
Doctor. 

Mr. Marvin. Thank you very much. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIvICc FEDERATION 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Montgomery County Civie Federation has considered the recom- 
mendations made as a result of the mass transportation survey and has pre- 
viously resolved that immediate action should be taken te continue the work of 
planning started by the mass transportation report ; and 
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Whereas the Montgomery County Civie Federation notes with dismay state- 
ments made by responsible officials of the governmental jurisdictions involved 
that action is unlikely this year; and 

Whereas the Montgomery County Civil Federation believes that a bill can be 
drawn which is both satisfactory and acceptable to the local jurisdictions in- 
volved ; and 

Whereas the Montgomery County Civie Federation still believes that a high 
degree of urgency exists since every year’s delay in taking affirmative action un- 
duly postpones the possibility of bringing about a solution to the complex trans- 
portation needs of the Washington metropolitan area: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Montgomery County Civic Federation goes on record as 
strongly urging that the Congress take all possible action to establish an appro- 
priate organization to carry forward the work started by the mass transporta- 
tion survey and which will be acceptable to the officials of the governmental 
jurisdictions involved. The federation strongly urges that such action be taken 
this session of Congress and not be carried over to the next Congress. 

Adopted unanimously at the regular meeting of April 11, 1960. 

Ropert S. MARVIN, President. 

Vice Chairman MceMinian. Mr. Warren Jay Vinton. 

Mr. Vinton, will you come to the witness table and give the reporter 
your name and address ? 


Weare glad to hear any remarks vou care to make. 


STATEMENT OF WARREN JAY VINTON, PRESIDENT, MONTGOMERY 
COUNTY CITIZENS PLANNING ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Vinron. My name is Warren Jay Vinton, 4718 Cumberland 
Avenue, Chevy Chase, Md. 

I am appearing today as president of the Montgomery County 
Citizens Planning Association, a voluntary citizens’ group. 

I have a prepared statement, but to save time I will try to sum- 
marize, it if that is agreeable to you; but I would like to have the 
whole statement put in the record. 

Vice Chairman MeMitian. Without objection, your statement will 
be included in the record, and we will be ol: id to hear any statement 
you care to make. ; 

Representative Broynitit. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt for just 
amoment’ In light of what Mr. Vinton stated, I might suggest, since 
we have a long list of witnesses yet to testify here tod: ay, in an effort 
to try to conclude our hearings, and I understand we are going to 
conclude them today, I hope that, and I am not suggesting that any 
witnesses be cut off short, but if the other witnesses will submit their 
statements for the record and touch upon the highhghts it might give 
everyone a chance to testify. 

Mr. Vin ron. I will try to be brief and just touch on the highlights. 
It isa great de asure to be here again and express our views. 

The tr igs Bo ition plan, National Capital region, which was com- 

pleted last July after 4 long vears, had as its goal the transportation 
nae that would supposedly be adequate only up to 1980. Because 
of this limited objective, the survey concluded that the provision of 
mass transit could be postponed for some time, and for a number of 
years we might continue to get on with an expanded system of free- 
ways and central parking areas. 

We don’t agree with that conelusion. 

It is conceivable that the District could survive until 1980 under 
some such autodominant system without being completely submerged 
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in concrete. We must, however, look beyond 1980, for the region will 
continue to grow after that date, and unless we got a good start on 
a mass transportation system we will find ourselves building more 
and more and more freeways. 

Our association therefore believes it 1s essential to get on with the 
development of a complete rapid transit system as early as possible. 
It therefore welcomes the present bill and urges that with a few 
amendments it be adopted at this session of Congress. 

We believe the legislation should provide for the utmost. speed i 
getting rapid transit started. 

The present. bill proposes an interim agency whose actions would 
require approval of the Governors of Maryland and Virginia and 
their respective jurisdictions. At the end of 3 years the President 
can call into existence a Federal corporation which could act without 
such approvals. 

It has been rightly objected by a number of local governments and 
agence ies that no Ff ‘eder: i corpor ation should be empowered to ride 
roughshod over local interests and desires. It has therefore been 
proposed that the date on which the Corporation be created be post- 
poned until 1965 and other proposals have suggested omitting provi- 
sions for the Corporation entirely. 

Our association believes it is unwise to postpone calling into exist- 
ence the full powers necessary for developing rapid transit. 

If adequate safeguards of local interests are provided and I be- 
lieve they can provide it, we see no reason why the corporation should 
not be created as early as 1963, even if there is no interstate compact. 
Indeed we see no reason why, subject to such safeguards of local inter- 
ests it should not be set up now with provision for succession of inter- 
state agencies as soon as possible. 

Now in the matter of safeguarding local interest we suggest some- 
what different provisions from those set up in the pending bill, and we 
further suggest that local safeguards be made applicable to the pro- 
posed corporal ion, Whether it comes into existence 3 years hence or 
is created at once. 

We propose that appropriate local approvals be required before 
either the agency or the corporation can proceed with work. 

This approv: al should be given, we believe, by the governing bodies 
of the counties, the District and the cities of Alexandria and Falls 
Church as to developments in their respective jurisdiction rather than 
by the Governors of Maryland and Virginia respectively who are 
somewhat removed from the immediate problems on this. 

Such a requirement for approvals by the counties, standing alone, 
would place in the hands of these local bodies an absolute veto over 
elements which might be essential to the success of the whole regional 
plan. 

We believe that it is wise, therefore, to make some proviso for over- 
riding such a veto in cases of real necessity and in this connection we 
would suggest the use of the advisory boards which the present. bill 
contemplates for both the Agency and the Corporation. These boards 
might consist of seven r: ather than five members, two from M: iryland, 
two from Virginia, two from the District and one at large. 

With these boards at hand, if the Administrator (and we advocate 
a single administrator rather than a commission) takes serious objec- 
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tion to a local veto he could refer the matter to the advisory board 
which could, by a vote of at least five out of the seven members, au- 
thorize him to override the locality and proceed without securing its 
approval. 

We believe a plan such as this would provide a system of checks and 
balances which would give full weight to local objections but not allow 
them in extreme cases to prejudice the success of the entire regional 
system. 

Witnesses who have preceded me have both stressed the necessity 
of including highways and : arking as part of the essential transporta- 
tion system. The present bill provides, however, that responsibility 
and authority in these matters shall remain with the Government agen- 
cies now having jurisdiction. 

We consider this to be the height of unreason. It would permit the 
roadbuilding agencies, who are naturally committed to more and larger 
freeways and arterials, to proceed full steam ahead with the rape of 
residential and central areas at the very time that the transportation 
agency or corporation is completing a rapid transit system designed 
to make such extensive rape unnecessary. We believe, therefore, that 
the essential transportation system should not be torn apart, and en- 
trusted to a number of one-purpose agencies. We need instead an inte- 
grated and harmonious system in which rapid transit is coordinated 
with such major highways as prove to be necessary. 

We suggest therefore that the agency, the corporation and even- 
tually the interstate agency be given the maximum possible control 
over the location and basie design of freeways, parkways, other arte- 
rials and circumferentials. 

Within the District the Congress can and should give the new trans- 
portation body the power to direct the development of major highways 
as necessary fora coordinated transportation system. 

Outside of the District where most major highways are developed 
with Federal assistance the Congress can and should authorize the new 
transportation body to direct the Federal Bureau of Public Roads as 
to its approval of assistance to highway construction by State and 
other local agencies. 

Our last suggestion has to do with the relation between a regional 
transportation program and a regional plan. The pending bill pro- 
vides that the transit program shall to the extent practicable conform 
to the general plan for the development of the National Capital region. 

[t it with regret that we point out that as of now there is no regional 
plan worthy of the name. The mass transportation survey. which was 
4 years aborning was not predicated on any true plan but rather on a 
projection of urban sprawlings extensive enough to accommodate the 
increase in population expected by 1980. 

Our National Capital region desperately needs an authoritative 
plan to direct and guide its development. Transportation should take 
its place in sucha plan. 

In the parts of the region that are already developed there should 
be little dispute as to where rapid transit must be provided. But 
where development of the region has not yet taken place or is still 
taking place, the development of transport: ation like that of water and 
sewer lines, constitutes the most decisive sort of regional planning. 
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Whether the National Capital region is to grow according to an 
organic plan will depend very largely on whether the Administrator 
of the new transportation body conceives of his job as being merely 
to provide rapid transit lines, bus lines, and highways fast enough to 
keep us with the needs of a haphazardly growing population, or 
whether, on the other hand, he is made aware that tr ansportation is a 
powerful tool to be used in securing the planned development of the 
region and that that must be subordinated to such planning. 

There is of course, one further necessary element, the existence of a 
strong vigorous regional planning body with the necessary vision, 
technical assistance, and powers to create good regional plans. The 
National Capital Regional Planning Council is not yet such a body, 
and as I have already pointed out it has not yet created such a plan. 

Our association is hopeful that citizens’ efforts to strengthen a 
7 Page organization as a whole and that regional planning as part 
of it may, in the next few years begin to bear fruit. Therefore, 
ees the present weakness of regional planning, we are inclined to 
endorse the provision which requires the transit development program 
to conform as far as possible to the general regional pl: in. 

We do, however, suggest the elimination of one provision, namely 
that the President become the arbitrator, if planners and the new 
transportation body do not see eye toeye. Neither the President nor 
the Bureau of the Budget on his behalf should be called in to intervene 
in such a matter which is outside the scope of their competence. 

Rather, we must rely on strengthening the regional planning process 
to point where it sufficiently commands the respect of the citizens of 
the area to make its plans prevail. 

Mr. McMirtian. Any questions? 

Thank you, Mr. Vinton. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY WARREN JAY VINTON, PRESIDENT, MONTGOMERY COUNTY CITIZENS’ 
PLANNING ASSOCIATION 


The suggestions which the Montgomery County Citizens Planning Association 
wishes to make in connection with the pending legislation stem from our concern 
with the proper planning of the National Capital region. It is essential for the 
amenity of living in our metropolis and for the efficient transaction of Federal 
and other business that an adequate transportation system be provided as a 
principal element in the overall development of the region. 

The “Transportation Plan—National Capital Region,” completed last July after 
4 long years, had as its goal a transportation system that would supposedly be 
adequate only up to 1980. Because of this limited objective, the survey con- 
cluded that the provision of mass transit could be postponed for some time, and 
that for a number of years we could continue to rely on an expanded system of 
freeways and central parking areas, thus permitting a rapid increase in the 
number of private cars coming into the central city each day. 


SPEED IS ESSENTIAL IN DEVELOPMENT OF RAPID TRANSIT 


It is conceivable that the District could survive until 1980 under such an 
auto-dominant system without being completely submerged in concrete. Sut we 
must look beyond 1980, for the region will continue to grow at a rapid rate long 
after that date. Unless we make an immediate start on the development of a 
complete system of rapid rail transit, we will find ourselves obligated, when 1980 
arrives, to provide for an ever-increasing flow of autos, ruining more and more 
residential areas through the construction of massive freeways, and tearing down 
more and more of the central city for loops, interchanges, and parking areas. 
Without rapid transit, large parts of Washington are doomed to become diffused 
wastes of concrete paving. 
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To avoid this catastrophe our association believes it is essential to get on 
with the development of a complete rapid transit system as rapidly as possible. 
It therefore welcomes the present bill and urges that, with a few amendments, 
it be adopted at this session of the Congress. 

We believe that the legislation which you adopt should make possible the 
utmost speed in planning and in then constructing a rapid transit system. 
Action has already been long delayed during the 4 years which the mass transit 
survey consumed in documenting the obvious need for rapid transit. Today 
time presses, and the alternative to a quick start on rail transit is a long 
continued pouring of concrete. 

The pending legislation contemplates that regional transportation will 
ultimately be entrusted to an agency set up under an interstate compact which, 
by its very nature, would act with proper consideration for both regional and 
local interests. We agree that such an agency is the ideal solution, but it is 
probable that a number of years will elapse before it can be set up. 

The pending bill proposes that in the meantime an interim agency be estab- 
lished which would devote about 3 years to planning a rapid transit system and 
taking initial steps in its development. The activities of this agency in Mary- 
land and Virginia would require the approval of the respective Governors. If 
at the end of 3 years an interstate compact had not been entered into, the Presi- 
dent could call into existence a Federal corporation with full powers and ade- 
quate financing for the construction of a rapid transit system. This corporation 
under the terms of the bill could act without approval by the respective State 
Governors. 

It has been rightly objected by a number of local governments and agencies 
that no Federal corporation should be empowered to ride roughshod over local 
interests and desires. These bodies have therefore proposed that the date at 
which the Corporation could be created be postponed until 1965, in order to allow 
more time for negotiating an interstate compact. 

Our association believes that it is unwise to thus postpone calling into exist- 
ence the full powers necessary for developing rapid transit. If adequate safe- 
guards of local interests are provided (and I will in a moment suggest such 
sufeguards) we see ho reason why the corporation should not be created in 19638 
if there is then no interstate compact. Indeed we see no reason why, subject to 
such safeguards, it should not be set up at once, with provision for succession 
by an interstate agency as soon as possible. 


SAFEGUARDING LOCAL INTERESTS 


or the safeguarding gf local interests we suggest somewhat different pro- 
visions from those set up for the proposed agency in the pending bill. We fur- 
ther suggest that the same local safeguards be made applicable to the proposed 
corporation, Whether it comes into existence 3 years hence or is created at once 
in lieu of the agency. 

We proposed that appropriate local approvals be required before either the 
agency or the corporation can proceed with principal elements in the develop- 
ment (but not the operation) of any of its transportation facilities, including its 
rapid transit system. These approvals should be given by the governing bodies 
of the counties, the District, and the cities of Alexandria and Falls Church as 
to developments in their respective jurisdictions, rather than by the Governors 
of Maryland and Virginia respectively as provided in the pending bill. We 
oppose giving this power to the Governors, since the matters in question are 
local rather than statewide, and since extraneous considerations might con- 
ceivably enter into gubernatorial decisions. 

Such a requirement for approvals would, if standing alone, place in the hands 
of one county, or one city, or the District, an absolute veto over elements which 
might be essential to the success of the whole regional plan. We believe it wise, 
therefore, to make some provision for overriding such a veto in cases of serious 
necessity. In this connection we suggest the use of the advisory boards which 
the present bill contemplates for both the agency and the corporation. These 
boards should consist of seven rather than five members; two from Maryland, 
two from Virginia, two from the District, and one at large. If the administra- 
tor (and we advocate a single administrator rather than a commission) takes 
serious objection to a local veto he would refer the matter to his advisory board, 
which could, by a vote of at least five of its members, authorize him to override 
the locality and proceed without securing its approval. 
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We believe that this plan would provide a system of checks and balances 
which would give full weight to local objections, but not allow them in extreme 
cases to prejudice the success of the entire regional system. 


MAJOR HIGHWAYS AND PARKING AN ESSENTIAL PART OF TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 


The pending legislation would permit the agency and corporation to cooperate 
with other Government agencies “to facilitate coordination of location, design, 
and construction of freeways, parkways, and other arterial highway facilities 
with the transit development program.” But it also specifically provides that 
the responsibility and authority in these matters shall remain with Government 
agencies having jurisdiction thereof. 

We consider this to be the height of unreason. It would permit the road 
building agencies, who are naturally committed to more and larger freeways 
and arterials, to proceed full steam ahead with the rape of residential and cen- 
tral areas at the very time that the agency or corporation is completing a rapid 
transit system designed to make such extensive rape unnecessary. 

We do not believe that the essential transportation system of the metropoli- 
tan region can be torn apart and entrusted to a number of one-purpose agencies, 
each intent on its own activities and each tending to become a vested interest. 
We need instead one integrated and harmonious system in which rapid transit 
is coordinated with such new major highways as prove to be absolutely 
hecessary. 

We suggest, therefore, that the agency, the corporation, and eventually the 
interstate agency be given the maximum possible control over the location and 
basic design of freeways, parkways, other arterials, and circumferentials. 
Within the District, the Congress can and should give the new transportation 
body the power to direct the development of such major highways as are neces- 
sary for a coordinated transportation system. Outside of the District, where 
most major highways are developed with Federal assistance, the Congress can 
and should authorize the new transportation body to direct the Federal Bureau 
of Public Roads as to its approval of assistance to highway construction by 
State or other local agencies. 

These directions by the new transportation body should, of course, both within 
and without the District, be subject to the same local vetoes and possible over- 
riding of vetoes which we have suggested in respect to other development 
matters. 

In the interests of the planned and coordinated transportation of persons 
throughout the National Capital region, the new transportation body will need 
adequate powers to control or discourage the daily invasion of the central city 
by individual motorists. This can be accomplished by the facilitation or the 
denial of parking and perhaps, if eventually necessary, through some control 
of access to downtown. As far as the District is concerned (and the principal 
difficulty lies here) Congress can and should give the new transportation body 
control of street and off-street parking, and necessary powers to restrict or 
channel main arterial traffic. Outside the District parking facilities provided 
by the new body will be under its authority, but as to the control of traffic 
reliance must be placed on the good will and cooperation of the appropriate local 
governments. 


COORDINATION OF TRANSPORTATION WITH REGIONAL PLANNING 


Our last, but by no means our least, suggestions have to do with the relation 
between a regional transportation program and a regional plan. The pending 
bill provides that the “transit development program shall, to the extent prac- 
ticable, conform to the general plan for the development of the National Capital 
region,” ete. 

It is with regret that we point out that as of now there is no regional plan 
worthy of the name. The mass transportation survey which was 4 years 
aborning was not predicated on any true plan, but rather on a projection of urban 
sprawl extensive enough to accommodate the increase in population expected by 
1980. 

The National Capital region desperately needs an authoritative plan to direct 
and guide its development. We have been growing like a country town, pushing 
out in every direction where land can be easily developed and sewers and 
water can be found. We submit that this is no way to plan a great city and 
its suburbs. 
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It is high time for the National Capital to become adult and take on the full 
stature of a great metropolis. We must plan for a more compact Central city, 
where Government offices, commercial establishments, and cultural activities can 
expand but still be readily accessible. We must plan for a better and more com- 
pact development of metropolitan housing, with adequate parks and open spaces. 
And in the environs we must make a far more economical use of land lest we 
become so widely spread out and scattered as to lose all semblance of unity and 
cohesion—to say nothing of being extravagantly wasteful of one of our most 
expensive and precious assets : Opell space. 

We must seek a planned differentiation of functions, industrial, commercial, 
and residential, with groupings that promote improved access from homes to 
employment. We should seek to develop a series of satellite communities, each 
planned so as to be limited in its eventual size, each with a compact center 
served by rapid transit and surrounded by dwellings of decreasing density as you 
move out from the center, and each with open green spaces separating it from 
other communities. 

In the parts of the region which are already developed there should be little 
dispute as to where rapid transit must be provided. But where development of 
the region is still taking place, or has not yet taken place, the location and 
programing of transportation, like that of water and sewer lines, constitutes 
the most decisive sort of regional planning. Whether the National Capital region 
is to grow according to an organic plan will depend very largely on whether the 
Administrator of the new transportation body conceives of his job as being 
merely to provide rapid transit lines, bus lines, and highways fast enough to keep 
up with the needs of a haphazardly growing population ; or whether, on the other 
hand, he is made aware that transportation is a powerful tool to be used in 
securing the planned development of the region, and that it must be subordinated 
to such planning. In other words, Is transportation merely to follow after 
population, or is population to follow well-planned transportation? 

There is, of course, one further necessary element: the existence of a strong 
and vigorous regional planning body, with the necessary vision, technical assist- 
ance, and powers to create good regional plans. The National Capital Regional 
Planning Council is not yet such a body, and, as I have already pointed out, it 
has not yet created such a plan. But our association is hopeful that citizen 
efforts to strengthen regional organization as a whole, and regional planning as 
part of it, may in the next few years begin to bear fruit. 

Therefore, despite the present weakness of regional planning, we endorse the 
provision in the pending bill that the transit development program shall, to the 
extent practcable, conform to the general regional plan. We do, however, sug 
gest the elimination of the provision that the President become the arbitrator if 
the planners and the new transportation body do not see eye to eye. Neither 
the President, nor the Bureau of the Budget for him, should be called upon to 
intervene in such a matter, which is outside the scope of their competence. 
Rather, we must rely on strengthening the regional planning process to the 
point where it sufficiently commands the respect of the citizens of the area to 
make its plans prevail. 


Mr. McMitian. Mr. David Clark? Mr. Clark, will you take the 
witness stand and give the reporter your full name and ‘address, and 


we hope; you can summarize your statement and not read it. 
Mr. Cirark. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID SANDERS CLARK, ON BEHALF OF THE 
COMMITTEE OF 100 ON THE FEDERAL CITY OF THE AMERICAN 
PLANNING & CIVIC ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Crark. Mr. Chairman. my name is David Sanders Clark 
= ee. Street NW. 

I am appearing today on behalf of the Committee of 100 on the 
Federal City of the American Planning & Civie Association. 

We greatly aupprec iate being granted this opportun itv to give au 


amen 
. 3631 


enthusi: astic endorsement to the ene ‘ral objec tives of S. 5195 and io 
offer some suggestions which we believe would increase its effectiveness 
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The Committee of 100 is fully in accord with the statement in sec- 
tion 102 of the bill that— 
an improved transportation system for the National Capital region is essential 
for the continued and effective performance of the functions of the Govern- 
ment of the United States and of the District of Columbia, for the orderly growth 
and development of the National Capital region, and for the preservation of the 
beauty and dignity of the Nation’s Capital. 

At the same time, we are of the opinion that success in attaining 
these objectives largely depends upon the sequence in which elements 
of the transportation system are brought into operation and the degree 
of emphasis placed upon each. 

During the hearings on the mass transportation survey report: last 
November, a spokesman for our committee, Col. William E. Shepherd, 
said: 

It appears that any attempt to satisfy the ever-mounting desire of motor 
vehicle operators for highway capacity and parking facilities will tend to 
disfigure and bankrupt the city * * * 

We therefore recommend that * * * detailed planning of the rail system 
begin as soon as possible; and that the highest priority be assigned to this high- 
speed rail transit system, with second priority for the express bus system and 
lowest priority for highways designed primarily to accommodate privately owned 
automobiles. 

A program which puts rapid rail transit first will seem to our com- 
mittee to be the wisest approach. Unfortunately no agency is now 
in existence which has either the authority or the money to plan and 
initiate construction of a rapid rail transit system in the Washington 
metropolitan area. 

The Federal Bureau of Public Roads stands ready to dole out mil- 
lions of dollars from the Interstate Highway fund for the building 
of new freeways. But the District of Columbia and nearby sections 
of Maryland and Virginia have no equivalent source of help available 
for rail transit lines. 

The proposed National Capital Transportation Act of 1960 would 
do much to remedy this serious lack. 

Our committee is aware that the bill is being subjected to criticism 
from various quarters, notably from private operators anxious lest. it 
tend in the direction of eventual public ownership of transit facilities 
throughout the area, and officials who are fearful that the Federal 
corporation which could be established by the President on or after 
July 1, 1963 might exercise arbitrary powers contrary to the wishes 
and interests of suburban communities. 

Arguments on these questions are best left to the parties directly 
concerned. We cite them chiefly because we feel that no controversy 
should be permitted to obscure the compelling need for Congress to 
take immediate action to create the National Capital Transportation 
Agency which is called for under title II of the bill, or some other 
interim Federal organization with similar responsibilities. 

Vice Chairman McMinzan. I wonder if you could just sum up the 
objections you have to the bill and suggestions as to how you care to 
amend the bill? 

Mr. Cuark. Sir, if I may finish one more sentence, I will do that. 

Unless this is done, and sufficient funds are appropriated promptly 
so that the agency can begin to prepare a transit development pro- 
gram and acquire or construct certain essential facilities, the danger 
is very real that Washington and its suburbs will be overwhelmed by 
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the same sort of “autodominant” transportation system which has 
ruined the appearance of Los Angeles and gravely threatens the 
livability of other major U.S. metropolitan areas. 

In the interest of time may I say that I will summarize our sug- 
gestion as follows: 

We feel that some of the transit needs in the area are so urgent 
- at it would be well to include in the bill provision for this National 

Capital Transportation Agency, to unde rtake certain specific assign- 
ments, specifically a subway from Union Station through the central 
business district and out to the Northwest ending up at the District 
line, presumably in the vicinity of Wisconsin Avenue and a connecting 
rail transit route between the Federal Triangle and the Pentagon. 

We would also like to see the District Commissioners given a greater 
voice in the determination of the various aspects of the transit deve lop- 
ment program, primarily because so much of the proposed transit 
facilities will be planned and constructed within the District of 
Columbia. 

Third, we would endorse the statements made by Mr. Vinton and 
other previous witnesses that coordination of transit and highway 
planning is very necessary, and we feel that if a unified or integr: ated 
system of tr: ansportation for the National Capital region Is to be 
achieved, as the bill states, we strongly recommend that S. 3193 be 
modified so as to make the location and design of all freeways, «ele 
ways, and other arterial highways in the region subject to approval by 
the National C apital Transportation Agency. 

Lastly, viewing what has happened sometimes in the past in Ameri- 
can history, and has perhaps happened more recently in connection 
with the interstate highway program, we feel that it would be well to 
be sure that the judgment of the Administrator, Deputy Administra- 
tor, or members of the Advisory Board, which are proposed for the 
transportation agency, not be affected in any way by their holding real 
estate in an area where its value could be influenced by decisions or 
actions which the Ageney might take. 

That, Mr. Chairman, in brief form concludes our suggestion. 

Vice Chairman MceMitian. Mr. Clark, your entire statement will 
be included in the record and I would like to state for the benefit of 
the other witnesses that you should have no fear in submitting your 
statement for the record on this occasion because this is one time the 
statements will be read because all these statements have to be placed 
before the 25 members of my committee and the 7 members of Mr. 
Bible’s committee, and the only way they will have an opportunity to 
get real information on this proposal is by reading these statements 
and they will be in the record and be read. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Crark. Thank vou. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION AcT OF 1960 
(S. 3193) 


Mr. Chairman, my name is David Sanders Clark. I am appearing today on 
behalf of the Committee of 100 on the Federal City of the American Planning & 
Civic Association. We greatly appreciate being granted this opportunity to give 
our enthusiastic endorsement to the general objectives of S. 3193 and to offer 
some suggestions which we believe would increase its effectiveness. 
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The Committee of 100 is fully in accord with the statement, in section 102 of 
the bill, that “an improved transportation system for the National Capital region 
is essential for the continued and effective performance of the functions of the 
Government of the United States and of the District of Columbia, for the orderly 
growth and development of the National Capital region, and for the preservation 
of the beauty and dignity of the Nation’s Capital.” 

At the same time, we are of the opinion that success in attaining these objec- 
tives largely depends upon the sequence in which elements of the transportation 
system are brought into operation and the degree of emphasis placed upon each. 
During the hearing on the mass transportation survey report last November, a 
spokesman for our Committee, Col. William IX. Shepherd, said: 

“It appears that any attempt to satisfy the ever-mounting desire of motor 
vehicle operators for highway capacity and parking facilities will tend to dis- 
figure and bankrupt the city 

“We therefore recommend that * * * detailed planning of the rail system 
begin as soon as possible; aid that the highest priority be assigned to this high- 
speed rail transit system, with second priority for the express bus system, and 
lowest priority for highways designed primarily to accommodate privately 
owned automobiles.” 

A program which puts rapid rail transit first still seems to our committee to be 
the wisest approach. 

Unfortunately, no agency is now in existence which has either the authority or 
the money to plan and initiate construction of a rapid rail transit system in the 
Washington metropolitan area. The Federal Bureau of Public Roads stands 
ready to dole out millions and millions of dollars from the Interstate Highway 
Fund for the building of new freeways. But the District of Columbia and nearby 
sections of Maryland and Virginia have no equivalent source of help available 
for rail transit lines. The proposed National Capital Transportation Act of 
1960 would do much to remedy this serious lack. 

Our committee is aware that the bill is being subjected to criticism from 
various quarters, notably from private operators anxious lest it tend in the 
direction of eventual public ownership of transit facilities throughout the area, 
and officials who are fearful that the Federal corporation which could be estab 
lished by the President, on or after July 1, 1963, might exercise arbitrary powers 
contrary to the wishes and interests of suburban communities. Arguments on 
these questions are best left to the parties directly concerned. We cite them 
chiefly because we feel that no controversy should be permitted to obscure the 
compelling need for Congress to take immediate action to create the National 
Capital Transportation Agency, which is called for under title II of the bill, or 
some other interim Federal organization with similar responsibilities. Unless 
this is done, and sufficient funds are appropriated promptly, so that the Agency 
can begin to prepare a transit development program and acquire or construct 
certain essential facilities, the danger is very real that Washington and its sub- 
urbs be overwhelmed by the same sort of “autodominant” transportation system 
which has ruined the appearance of Los Angeles and gravely threatens the 
livability of other major U.S. metropolitan areas. 

Because the requirement to establish a rapid rail transit system is so urgent, 
our committee is reluctant to bring up any points that might conceivably cause 
delay in the enactment of appropriate legislation during the present session of 
Congress. Yet we feel bound to call attention to certain features of S. 3193, 
which in our judgment ought to be amended or clarified, if the bill is to accom- 
plish its purpose. Each of these will now be briefly reviewed. To simplify dis- 
cussion, our committee has assumed that when the bill is finally voted upon it 
will include a National Capital Transportation Agency, substantially as de 
scribed in the present draft. But in our opinion the considerations which we 
raise would also apply to almost any other type of Federally sponsored and fi- 
nanced transit planning and development organization which might be advocated 

1. High priority transit projects —The functions, duties, and powers of the 
proposed National Capital Transportation Agency are stated in section 205 
in rather general terms. We believe it very important that the agency also 
be given some specific assignments, in order to insure that certain projects 
which are demonstrably greatly needed are undertaken as soon as_ possible. 
In particular, the Committee of 100 recommends that the Agency be authorized 
and directed to proceed immediately with the planning, design, and other work 
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necessary for the construction of a subway connecting with the existing com- 
muter railroads at Union Station, which would run westward through the 
downtown business area and thence north and west to a point in the general 
vicinity of Wisconsin Avenue at the District line. Another project meriting 
prompt attention is a rapid rail transit route, tied in with the aforementioned 
subway, which would link the Federal Triangle and the Pentagon. 

” Role of the District Commissioners. In section 204(b) provision is made 
for submitting the transit development program prepared by the Agency, and 
any revision, to divers governing bodies and officials. The Governors of Mary 
land and Virginia are empowered to disapprove, but no such veto is given to 
the District Commissioners, who can only “review and comment.” As a very 
substantial portion of the facilities for which the Agency is to plan, indeed 
perhaps the major part, would be located within the confines of the District of 
Columbia, this seems to be unfair and unwise discrimination against the District 
and its taxpaying citizens. It is recommended that the bill be amended so as 
to give the Board of Commissioners authority to pass upon the location, extent, 
and scheduling of proposed transit facilities, which is equal to that accorded to 
the Governors of the two States 

3. Coordination of transit and highway planning.—Section 205(a)(7) au 
thorizes the Agency to “review and comment” upon Federal, State, and local 
plans for the location and design of highway facilities, but stipulates that “the 
responsibility and authority for location, design, Construction, and operation of 
freeways, parkways, and other arterial highway facilities shall remain with 
the Government agencies having jurisdiction thereof.” This provision would 
place transit planners at an extreme disadvantage in relation to the designers 
and builders of highways; for it would impose no effective restraint upon 
the latter, should they choose to proceed with the location and construction of 
new freeways or other facilities for the benefit of the automobile which would be 
in direct Competition with, or otherwise detrimental to, mass transit. If “a 
unified and integrated system of transportation for the National Capital region” 
is to be achieved, as the bill intends, we strongly recommend that S. 3193 be 
modified so as to make the location and design of all freeways, parkways, and 
other arterial highways in the region subject to approval by the Agency. 

$. Further safeguards against couflict of interest—According to section 2O1L(¢) 
no Administrator or Deputy Administrator or member of the Advisory Board of 
the Agency “shall have financial interest in any corporation engaged in the busi 
ness of providing public transportation nor in any corporation engaged in the 
manufacture or selling of passenger transportation equipment or facilities.” 
This prohibition is fine, as far as it goes; but it does not go far enough. It 
has been a common practice in the National Capital region to appoint to pian 
ning bodies individuals who are engaged in, or closely allied with, the real 
estate business. If this precedent were followed in the selection of officials for 
the Agency, the results could be unfortunate. There is plenty of evidence from 
American history, and currently nationwide from the Interstate Highway pro- 
gram, that a person who is fortunate enough to acquire property in the right 
places before a new transportation facility is built may be in a position to 
profit considerably. To avoid any possibility of biased judgment, we suggest 
that the Administrator, Deputy Administrator, and Advisory Board members 
also be prohibited from holding a financial interest in real estate so situated 
that its value could be influenced by decisions or actions which the Agency might 
take. 

That completes our list of suggested changes. 

In conclusion, may we emphasize once more that our committee sees little 
prospect for the establishment of a rapid rail transit system in Washington, 
without prompt and substantial assistance from the Federal Government. It 
is our sincere hope, however, that 8. 3193 will be enacted, with appropriate modi- 
fication, before Congress adjourns for the summer. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for giving the Committee of 100 on the Federal 
City this chance to be heard. 


Vice Chairman McMitian. Mr. Joseph Wheeler. 

Mr. Wheeler, if you can kind of sum up your statement, let us know 
what you want without reading the whole statement we would appre- 
ciate it. 


55285—60 14 
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STATEMENT OF JOSEPH C. WHEELER, PRESIDENT, FAIRFAX 
COUNTY FEDERATION OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS 


Mr. Wurever. Thank you,sir. My name is Joseph C. Wheeler, and 


I am president of the Fairfax County Federation of Citizens Asso- 
ciations. 


The federation has 107 member civic organizations throughout 
the county. 

Our statement makes really two points; first, we are very happy with 
the bills as they now stand in principle. 

Second, we suggest just one amendment. We feel that an interstate 
proprietary agency ought to compete on an equal basis with a pro- 
posed Federal corporation and it ought to be in order to assure that 
the competition is equal. We would like to have assurance that Fed- 
eral funds would be available to such an agency on an equal basis. 


And therefore we suggest this language be added followi ing section 
401(b): 


The Federal Government may grant funds to the interstate proprietary agency 
to increase its capital and may loan funds to the interstate proprietary agency 
on terms similar to those provided for a Federal corporation in section 306. 


This is the summary of the statement which I would like to have 
included in the record. 

Vice Chairman McMinzan. That suggestion will be included in the 
record, and we will give the consideration to it when the committee 
meets to consider this bill. 

Mr. Wreeter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY JOSEPH C. WHEELER PRESIDENT, FAIRFAX COUNTY FEDERATION OF 
CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am Joseph Wheeler, presi- 
dent of the Fairfax County Federation of Citizens Associations. The federation 
represents 107 member civic organizations throughout Fairfax County. Our 
testimony today is based on a resolution officially adopted by the delegeates of 
the member associations at the federation’s April meeting. I shall file a copy 
of this resolution with the committee. 

In the interest of conserving the committee’s time I shall make my statement 
very brief. First, the federation strongly supports the enactment of S. 3193 
and H.R. 11135. We are very pleased with these bills, as introduced, because 
(a) They meet a real need to start immediately in developing mass transporta- 
tion systems; (b) They recognize the Federal financial obligation toward a re- 
gional transportation system and (c) Most importantly, they put squarely up the 
States and local jurisdictions the need for action on their part. 

The federation is convinced that mass transportation systems must be devel- 
oped immediately. The federation is equally convinced that the development 
and control of such systems should be in the hands of local citizens working 
through their local and State governments in region wide cooperation. The bills 
under consideration sound a clear and much needed warning that if such cooper- 
ation is not forthcoming within a reasonable time the only alternative is Federal 
domination of local transportation. This a fair challenge and one which the fed- 
eration will urge our local and State officials to accept promptly. In the mean- 
time we are gratified that the development work will be going forward under 
Federal leadership. 

One aspect of the two bills seriously concerns the federation. While they 
clearly recognize a Federal financial obligation to the temporary agency and to 
a Federal corporation, if one should be created, the recognition of a Federal 
financial obligation toward an interstate body is not explicitly stated. It is our 
feeling that Federal grants and loans for mass transit should be available to an 
interstate proprietary agency on basically the same terms as they would be avail- 
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able to a Federal corporation. Lacking such funds we fear that the cards would 
be heavily stacked against the creation of an interstate body. We suggest that 
this problem could be resolved by inserting language in the bills following section 
101(b) to the effect that “the Federal Government may grant funds to the in- 
terstate proprietary agency to increase its capital and may loan funds to the in- 
terstate proprietary agency on terms similar to those provided for a Federal 
corporation in section 306.” 

We believe that this type of language will provide a real opportunity for the 
creation of an interstate agency as opposed to a Federal corporation. 

The federation appreciates the opportunity to testify and again expresses to 
the committee our intention to press for effective State and local action on trans- 
portation problems so that there will be no need for Federal domination. 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 


Whereas the mass transportation survey prepared by the National Capital 
Planning Commission and the National Capital Regional Planning Council has 
dramatically demonstrated the need for aggressive action on metropolitan trans- 
portation problems ; and 

Whereas the Federal Government, the States of Maryland and Virginia, the 
District of Columbia and local political jurisdictions all have vital interests in 
solving these problems; and 

Whereas highway and transportation systems can shape the entire character 
and control the development of local communities ; and 

Whereas the development of these systems will surely be dominated by the 
Federal Government unless State and local governments act to meet the prob- 
lem; and 

Whereas the Congress will consider bills in the current session to (a) enact 
an interstate regulatory compact and (0) create a temporary National Capital 
transportation agency : and 

Whereas further planning and action is necessary : Now, be it 

Resolved, That the Fairfax County Federation of Citizens Associations— 

1. Urges the county board of supervisors to assume the initiative in meeting 
local and metropolitan transportation problems by the following actions: 

(a) The county executive should be directed to designate a specific em- 
ployee or employees to develop and coordinate the county’s highway and 
transportation program. Regular and frequent reports should be made to 
the board and the public as developments occur. 

(b) The planning staff should be given sufficient financing to insure ef- 
fective participation Mm regional highway and transportation planning. 

(c) The county executive should develop and present to the board an 
analysis of the ways in which the services of private transportation firms 
can be improved by action of the county or State including, but not limited 
to 

(1) Requiring additional service in appropriate areas as a condition 
of operation. 
(2) Remission of certain taxes. 

(3) Provision of rights-of-way. 

(4) Direct subsidies. 

(5) Regulation of vehicular traffic. 

(6) Provision of fringe parking areas. 

- (7) Utilization of rail rapid transit. 

(dq) The county executive should be directed to prepare a comprehensive 
listing of present and projected county highway needs and to propose meth- 
ods of financing those needs. Such methods should include suggestions for 
changes in legislation authorizing Federal and State contributions together 
with proposals for direct county finaneing. 

(e) The county should support the passage by Congress of the proposed 
interstate regulatory compact and legislation creating a temporary National 
Capital Transportation Agency with the revisions suggested in paragraph 3. 

(f) The county should do everything possible to speed the formation of 
an interstate authority to replace the temporary Federal Agency. It should 
make a real effort to enlist support for a compact at the State level and 
throughout northern Virginia. 
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2. Requests the appropriate State officials to 
(a) Designate a specific employee or employees to develop and coordinate 
highway and transportation planning in the Washington metropolitan area 
(6) Explore methods of improving the services of.private transportation 
companies. 
(¢c) Develop a financial program which will provide sufficient highway 
funds to match Federal grants as they become available. 

38. Advise all appropriate local, State, and Federal officials that it strongly 
supports the creation of a temporary National Capital Transportation Agency, 
but suggests the following modifications in the proposed legislation : 

(a) The Ageney’s advisory board should be composed of persons selected 
from a slate proposed by local and State officials. The requirements of 
Presidential appointments and Senate confirmation should be eliminated 
since the board is purely advisory. 

(6) The legislation should establish a policy that the proposed interstate 
compact, In addition to providing for the transfer of the Agency's assets and 
liabilities, will make provisions for borrowing authority from the U.S. 
Treasury and direct Federal grants or appropriations similar to those which 
would be made to the corporation. 

(c) In order to encourage local jurisdictions to help solve their own 
problems, the corporation should, in determining the amount of payments to 
be made in lieu of taxes, consider the amounts being expended by the local 
jurisdiction to assist in the solution of its highway and transportation 
problems. 

(d@) That it expects State and county officials to press vigorously for an 
interstate authority to replace the Agency, preferably before it becomes a 
corporation. 

Vice Chairman McMitian. Mr. Craig, will you give the reportet 
your name ‘ 


STATEMENT OF PETER CRAIG, NORTHWEST COMMITTEE FOR 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 


Mr. Craig. My name is Peter Craig, 3406 Macomb Street, Washing- 
ton, D.C 

Vice Chairman McMriran. If you will summarize your statement, 
we would appreciate it. 

Mr. Craig. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I originally expected 20 minutes but 
in view of the hour I think I can very briefly summarize the contents 
of my testimony which is before you and the other members of the 
committee. 

Vice Chairman McMintian. I would not make the suggestion if it 
wasn’t for the fact that all of this legislation has to be rehashed before 
the individual committees and your statement will be available for all 
the members at that time and since there are just a few of us here. 

Mr. Craig. There are three points covered in our testimony which 
you will be reading. ‘The first is to urge the pressing necessity from 
our standpoint of prompt enactment of this bill. 

The Northwest Committee represents about three and a half thou- 
sand residents of the Northwest area of the District of Columbia. We 
are alarmed over such developments as the fact that already 56 percent 
of all land area in the central business district of Washington is 
presently devoted to streets and parking areas. 

Throughout the entire District of Columbia 30 percent of all land 
area is devoted to streets, highways, freeways, and arterial highways. 
There is some one direction that this is going unless we promptly get 


a rapid rail transit system, so we wish to lend every effort at our 


command that the bill be enacted promptly so we can have the alterna- 
tive to more and more freeways, which is a good rapid transit system. 
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The second point that we would like to urge is that the bill be 
amended to achieve effective coordination between freeways, highways, 
and rapid rail transit planning, and for that purpose we suggest an 
amendment to permit the new agency to disapprove, in effect, any 
freeway plans that are not consistent with the overall rapid transit 
development program developed by this. 

Finally, because of the urgency in the District of a subway system, 
we believe the bill should include a specific direction by Congress that 
the agency commence immediately with the construction of a subway 
between Union Station and the District line via the downtown area 
to an area of about FE and 19th Street and thence northwest through 
the so-called Wisconsin Avenue corridor and furthermore pending 
the completion and experie - under this subway line that the local 
authorities be directed there be no freeway built through that corridor. 

As we pointed out at the conclusion of my prepared testimony the 
construction of a freeway and a subway in the same corridor both of 
them costing about $12 million a mile, seems to us to be a folly, in 
public planning. 

We feel that with the construction of the subway, the freeways 
would not be necessary, and therefore urge that this committee and 
the Congress include that as a specific provision in the bill. 

Thank you very much. 

Vice Chairman MeMinxian. I certainly thank you and Iam inclined 
to agree with you * this freeway business because I don’t believe the 
taxpayers will ever be able to build freeways through every city on a 
superhighway program, costing $12 or $15 million. I understand in 
some cities it is $20 million a mile for freeways. 

Mr. Craic. The total price of this one is $111 million. 

Vice Chairman McMitian. I think we should pass, bypass the cities 
with all these superhighways. 

Mr. Craic. We share your sentiments. 

Vice Chairman McMItian. Yes. 

Mr. Craig. And finally we want to express our gratitude for what 
we think isthe wonderful work and leadership in this field. 

(‘The document referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF PETER NS. CRAIG, ON BEHALF OF THE NORTHWEST COMMITTEE FOR 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Peter Craig. I appear this afternoon on behalf of 
the Northwest Committee for Transportation Planning to present this group’s 
views on S. 3193 and its companion bill, H.R. 11135 

First a word to introduce our committee. It was organized 1 year ago by 
residents, of Northwest Washington vitally concerned with transportation plan- 
ning in that section of the District and the adjoining suburbs of Maryland. We 
were concerned with what we considered to be a hasty and ill-conceived plan by 
the National Capital Planning Commission to construct a “northwest freeway” 
through the midst of the parks, schools, institutions, playgrounds, and homes that 
make the Northwest the attractive area that it now is. We were also concerned 
about promoting the establishment of a subway line between the downtown area 
and Bethesda along Wisconsin Avenue, a plan which we believe to be essential 
for the continued healthy development of the area. At the present time, the 
Northwest Committee represents, directly or indirectly, several thousand resi- 
dents of this area. I include “indirectly” because in addition to memberships 
by individuals, our membership includes representatives of citizens associations, 
parent-teacher associations, the Sidwell Friends School, the Washington Home 
for Incurables, and other similar groups sharing this common concern. 

As you will remember, our first chairman testified before this committee about 
these concerns at your hearings last November. I trust that in your delibera- 
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tions on the present bill, you will consider this prior presentation contained at 
pages 798-812 of the printed hearings. 

In my testimony this afternoon, I would like to limit my remarks to three 
points raised by the pending bill 

First is the absolute necessity of prompt enactment of this bill in this session 
of Congress so that immediate action may be taken to carry forward plans and 
start construction of rapid rail transit facilities. 

Second, we urge a clarifying amendment to the bill to make certain that the 
intended coordination between highway and rapid transit planning is actually 
achieved. 

Third, we urge that the bill be amended to include a specific direction to the 
new agency to start immediately with the construction of a subway line between 
Union Station, across the downtown area, through Northwest Washington to 
ward Bethesda, and that meanwhile no highways or freeways be built in the 
Northwest area. 

For the further assistance of the committee, We have various other comments 
and suggestions regarding the bill and the amendments we propose that are 
attached in an appendix to my prepared statement. I will not read this appen 
dix, but I would like to request that it be made a part of the record. 


I. NEED FOR PROMPT ENACTMENT OF 8S. 3193 


There is one fact that stands out more than any other from the very complete 
record prepared by this committee last November. That is the pressing urgency 
for a rapid transit rail subway system for the National Capital region 

Throughout this Nation, from Los Angeles to Boston and right to our own 
backyard, the grim fact has become apparent that billions of dollars spent on 
freeways and arterial highways in urban areas is largely 


money wasted and 
valuable land destroyed. 


The pressure of increased population and increased 
travel requirements has proven to be more than any road system can meet in 
our major cities, including Washington. Shirley Highway, at first heralded as 
the final answer to transportation needs in its corridor, is now choked with rush- 
hour traffic. More lanes are needed. The Baltimore-Washington Expressway 
generated such auto travel that the District has been forced to widen New York 
Avenue and cut down its trees—an ugly new sear on the face of the Nation's 
Capital. 

The existence of this tragedy in city planning is clear. It must be stopped 
now. And rapid transit as proposed by this bill is the only alternative. 

I was shocked the other day to discover how far the destruction of this 
city has already progressed by the construction of roads and parking facilities 
to accommodate the automobile. 

According to figures supplied by the National Capital Planning Commission, 
4S percent of the central business district is already devoted to streets.  In- 
cluding offstreet parking facilities, 56 percent of all available land area down- 
town is in bondage to streets and parking lots. This is as much as Detroit, 
almost as much as Los Angeles—the two cities usually cited by city planners 
as evidence of the futility of roadbuilding to solve mass transportation needs. 

Throughout the entire District of Columbia, 30 percent of all land area is 
devoted to streets, highways, parkways, and freeways. That figure does not 
include offstreet parking. In other words, almost one-third of the entire land 
area of the Nation’s Capital 1s already devoted to the motor vehicle. Not any 
of this land yields property taxes to help maintain and preserve other land 
uses—parks, homes, hospitals and schools. 

Every new freeway will cut further into this remaining land area, further 
reducing the District’s tax base, and require additional offstreet parking facili- 
ties. Clearly, such a course can result only in the strangulation of this city 
and its institutions. Out of sheer necessity it must be stopped. Out of sheer 
necessity, if for no other reason, we must start now with the rapid transit 
subway system first recommended 30 years ago. 

I trust that we are on sound ground when we assume that Washington as 
a city was built for Government and for people and not to be a concrete strip 
for moving or stationary vehicles. Unfortunately, however, by reason of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, it sometimes appears that a different view 
now prevails. Under that act the Bureau of Public Roads controls 90 percent 
of the funds to be used on interstate mass transportation arteries that involve 
city commuting traffic. This money, however, is available only for highways— 
not rapid rail transit. The lure of this money has been too great for many 
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cities to resist. According to the local newspapers, even the District govern- 
ment is finding this money hard to resist, although the money would be devoted 
to highway projects which, in its better judgment, would be better spent on 
rapid transit facilities. 

In my heart, I feel certain that Congress never intended that the Federal- 
Aid Highway Act would be used as a device for burying our cities in concrete. 
Certainly it could not have intended that for the National Capital region. 
Nevertheless, that is what is happening today and will continue to happen un- 
less legislation such as is now proposed is adopted. 

Fortunately, too, not even the administration officially endorses the exist- 
ing program. I would like to cite the official “Federal Transportation Policy 
and Program” issued by the Department of Commerce in March 1960 which 
states at page7: 

“Metropolitan areas are increasingly congested with mass highway trans- 
portation, and are afflicted by rush hour jams, parking area deficiencies, and 
commuter and rapid transit losses. 

“This is primarily a local problem. But the Federal Government contributes 
toward the problem with its huge highway program.” 

To meet this problem, the report recommends that the Federal Government 
“should encourage communities to make broad land use plans with transportation 
as an essential part” (p. 7) and, instead of encouraging more auto travel, to 
apply user charges on highways and parking areas “to help divert auto commuter 
travel to mass transport means” (p. 25). 

To us, all of this means that the proposed bill must be passed and it must be 
passed quickly. It is not the final answer. Indeed, experience undoubtedly will 
reveal areas where the legislation will need tightening or revision. We are not 
so unrealistic, however, as to say that half a loaf is worse than none. There- 
fore, we recommend with all the sincerity and conviction at our command that 
this bill be passed in principle at this session. Actual experience under the 
bill may be the best basis for knowing what further revisions should be made. 


If. COORDINATION OF HIGHWAY PLANNING BY THE AGENCY 


The transportation plan submitted to Congress last July, the hearings before 
this committee last November, and the declaration of policy contained in the bill 
all properly recognize the necessity for coordinating highway and rapid transit 
planning in the same agency. 

Somehow, the draft legislation overlooks this necessity when it reaches the 
details later on. For, in section 205(a) (7) the new Agency’s authority is limited 
to “review and comment”.on plans for the location and design of highway facil- 
ities. It also states that the “responsibility and authority for location, design, 
construction, and operation of freeways,” ete., remain with the Government’s 
agencies presently having such jurisdiction. 

This gap in transportation planning must be closed. At the very least, the 
new Agency must retain the right to disapprove any urban highway plans that 
are inconsistent with the general rapid transit plan. We, therefore, urge that 
the bill be amended to prohibit the construction of any new arterial highway 
in the National Capital region unless such facility has been expressly approved 
by the new Agency as consistent with the overall transit development program. 

The purpose of this legislation could be defeated if Federal or local highway 
planners are left free to adhere to their own course rather than adhering to 
the advice of the Ageney charged with the responsibility of transportation 
coordination. For example, if the Ageney should deem it desirable to utilize 
the same right-of-way for both motor vehicles and rapid rail transit, the present 
hill leaves the Agency entirely at the merey of highway planners on vital ques- 
tions such as location of the route. In other instances, as in the highly developed 
northwest area of the District, it may be clear that there should he no new 
highway but rather the maximum amount of commuter traffic should be chan- 
neled to rapid transit. 

In this respect, I would like to cite particularly the problem created by the 
so-called median strip. Some advocates of the continued broad-seale construc- 
tion of freeways and other truck routes in the National Capital region assert 
that this will assist rapid transit because the median strip can be used for the 
rail facilities. In some instances—as where the traffic artery goes through 
commercial or undeveloped land—this may be true. But, we suggest that in 
most instances the two are at cross-purposes. The median-strip philosophy 
requires a much broader right-of-way than rapid transit alone. It also places 
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the private automobile in direct competition with rapid transit, thereby under- 
mining its Chances of economic success. It also means that rapid transit must 
be on the surface, rather than a subway where it would not adversely affect 
surface land uses. I am sure that anyone who has seen Chicago’s Congress 
Street Expressway would agree that such a traffic artery is not one that will 
preserve the dignity and pleasantness of parks, schools, and homes which now 
predominate in the northwest residential areas of Washington. 

Effective transportation coordination cannot be left to wishful thinking that 
highway planners will always heed the advice of the new Agency. It must be 
recognized that in most instances arterial highways and rapid transit lines are 
competing with each other. Unless the new Agency can coordinate the two, 
sound planning cannot be achieved. Uneconomie duplication of facilities may 
be constructed; land may be unnecessarily condemned; families, schools, and 
hospitals may be needlessly evicted; rapid transit may be doomed to unneces- 
Sary operating losses. Section 205(a)(7) therefore should be amended to pro- 
vide that no freeway, parkway, or other arterial highway facility may be con- 
structed in the National Capital region without the prior consent of the new 
Agency. 





III. SPECIFIC 





MANDATE TO MEET THE NEEDS OF THE NORTITWEST 





In addition to the general authorizations granted the Agency in title II of 
the proposed bill, we believe it is essential that mass transportation needs 
of top priority be spelled out as directions by Congress to the new Agency so 
that it may start immediately on such projects. 

In a draft alternative bill to S. 3193, prepared for your committee as a guide 
for studying possible improvements to the bill, various proposed sections were 
drafted that directed the new Agency to take specific action to meet urgently 
needed transportation requirements. Among these suggestions was a_provi- 
sion that directed immediate work on a subway line between Union Station 
and the northwest via the downtown area, coupled with the proviso that any 
freeway plans for this area be deferred. 

The Northwest Committee believes that such a provision is urgently needed 
in the bill. Specifically, we recommend the addition of the following section: 

“The Agency is authorized and directed, promptly upon its establishment, to 
proceed, in consultation with the Board of Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia, with the planning, design and other work necessary for the con- 
struction of a rail transit subway line running from Union Station (and there 
connecting with existing railroads if practicable) in a westerly direction to a 
point in the general vicinity of 19th and E Streets NW., and thence northerly 
and westerly to a point at least as far as Tenley Circle. No freeway, park- 
way or other arterial highway not already under construction shall be built 
west of Rock Creek in the District of Columbia until the completion of such 
rail transit subway line connecting an outer portion of that section with down- 
town Washington, and until experience in the operation of such a rail transit 
line shall enable the Agency to find and conclude to what extent, if any, addi- 
tional transportation facilities are required.” 

I will not dwell on the need for prompt action on the subway line as de- 
seribed in this proposal, for I believe there is universal acceptance of the fact 
that such a facility will be needed, and needed promptly. I note that Mr. 
Elmer B. Staats, in forwarding the administration’s bill to Congress, specifically 
cited this subway line as perhaps the first that should be started. 

In addition, we urge that Congress include specific language deferring any 
new construction of freeways in the area affected by this new subway line 
until there has been sufficient experience to indicate whether any such free- 
way is truly needed. 

This prohibition is necessary to forestall a new effort which is now being 
made to maneuver officials of the District of Columbia and Maryland into a 
position where they will be committed to building an interstate freeway for 
trucks and autos through Bethesda-Chevy Chase and Northwest Washington. 
The plan is the same proposal for a Northwest freeway, advanced last year, 
which evoked such strong and widespread opposition at the joint committee 
hearings in November. 

The merits of such a freeway as a link for Interstate Route 70-S between 
Pooks Hill and the Inner Loop were thoroughly aired before the responsible 
local agencies in 1958 and 1959. It has been rejected by the Board of District 
of Columbia Commissioners, by the Montgomery County Council and Planning 
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Board, by the top Maryland and District highway officials and has been uni- 
versally condemned by the many schools, institutions, and residents affected. 
With respect to the Tenley Circle-Inner Loop portion of the freeway in particu- 
lar, the position of the Board of District of Columbia Commissioners, as quoted 
at page &29 of your hearings last November, is that such a route is not “feasible 
from the overall point of view of community acceptability, general alinement, 
sound Government policy, engineering, economics, invasion of park property, 
and the proposed point of connection with the Inner Loop.” By existing law, 
the opposition of the District of Columbia Commissioners should have ended 
the proposal. For under section 6 of the National Capital Planning Act of 
1952, any thoroughfare plan for the District of Columbia must be submitted to 
the Board of Commissioners and be approved by it. 

Nevertheless, the proposal for a Northwest freeway has been revived in an 
attempt to force a reversal of the decision by the Board of Commissioners. 
The threat has been raised that the District will lose 90 percent Federal high- 
way aid for 70-S if the Northwest freeway is not built. To avert this senseless 
mistake in city planning, the Commissioners and the citizens of this area require 
action by Congress. 

From the facts, which are summarized in the appendix to this statement, it 
would seem clear that this Northwest freeway should be abandoned on its own 
lack of merit. Even if there were room for disagreement on this point, there 
is a further and vital reason why Congress should bar such a freeway, at least 
for the foreseeable future. The freeway would occupy the same corridor and 
be directly competitive with the rapid transit line that everyone agrees is 
required. Necessarily, the freeway would undermine the economic soundness 
of the proposed rapid transit subway line. Furthermore, there is the legiti- 
mate hope that any such freeway would not be needed after the subway is 
operating. The Northwest freeway or any similar project therefore should at 
least be deferred until experience with the new subway system is sufficient to 
demonstrate whether more facilities are needed. 


CONCLUSION 


In conclusion, may I emphasize once more our plea that this bill, with 
strengthening amendments, be passed as soon as possible. 

Furthermore, on behalf of the entire Northwest Committee for Transporta- 
tion Planning, I wish to express our deepest gratitude to you, Mr. Chairman, 
and the other members of this committee and its staff for their fine and 
understanding work on behalf of the National Capital region. We are all deeply 
indebted to you for the leadership you have exercised in coming to grips with a 
problem that vitally coneerns not only us and our children but also many future 
generations in this area. 


COMMENTS AND PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO S. 3193 SUBMITTED BY NORTHWEST 
COMMITTEE FOR TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 


TITLE I 


Section 102. Declaration of policy and purpose 

The second paragraph should be deleted. This paragraph appears superfluous 
and may be misconstrued as an implied endorsement of the specific proposal 
contained in the “Transportation Plan—National Capital Region” adopted by the 
Natiomal Capital Planning Commission and the Regional Planning Council in 
1959. Because of the many valid criticisms registered against the plan’s method- 
ology and objectives submitted in congressional testimony in November 1959, and 
further, because the bill proposes that such transportation planning be carried 
forward and amended by the proposed new Agency, the paragraph properly should 
be deleted. 

The third paragraph also appears superfluous and should be deleted. 
Section 103. Definitions 

In order to avoid possible conflict with the definition of “National Capital 
region” contained in the National Capital Planning Act, subsection (a) should 
be amended to read: 

* ‘National Capital region’ means the area so termed in the National Capital 
Planning Act.” 
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TITLE 





II 


Section 201. National Capital Transportation Agency 

Whether the Agency is administered by a single Administrator or by a three or 
four member Board (as others have recommended), the Northwest Committee 
urges that greater protection be given against potential conflicts of interests than 
subsection (¢) presently provides. Specifically, the second sentence in this 
subsection should be amended by inserting a comma in lieu of “nor” and by adding 
at the end thereof the following: “or in any business engaged in the buying, 
selling, leasing, or development of real estate.” Experience has indicated that 
where persons with financial interests in real estate also hold positions in public 
planning, their decisions on such vital questions as the location of transportation 
arteries either may be influenced by their own profit motives or at least are 
rendered suspect to the general public. The proposed new Agency should be 
above such criticism. Persons having a financial interest in real estate matters 
may properly serve on citizens’ advisory Committees as a means for conveying 
their views, the same as other special interest groups. However, the Agency 
itself should be free from such a potential conflict of interest. 


Section 202. Advisory Board 


In the event the final bill retains the feature of an Advisory Board instead of a 
three- or four-member Agency, the Northwest Committee urges that there be a 
greater guarantee of regional representation for the three jurisdictions. Specifi- 
cally, the second sentence should be amended by deleting the words “at least 
three of whom shall be residents of the National Capital region” and inserting, 
in lieu thereof, the following : 

“At least one member of the Advisory Board shall be a resident of the District 
of Columbia ; at least one shall be a resident of that part of the National Capital 
region lying in Maryland; and at least one shall be a resident of that part of the 
National Capital region lying in Virginia.” 

Section 203. Advisory and coordinating committees 

This section appears satisfactory in its present form. 

Section 204. Preparation and approval of transit development program 

As presently drafted, section 204(a) defining the planning functions of the 
Agency is ambiguous and perhaps contradictory with not only the purpose of the 
legislation (sec. 102) but also existing planning legislation. 

Under existing legislation, the duties of preparing a continuing transportation 
plan for the National Capital region rest with the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission and the Regional Planning Council (National Capital Planning Act of 
1952, secs. 3(d), 4, 6, 66 Stat. 781). The “major thoroughfare plan,” prepared 
initially by the Commission with consultation with both the Regional Planning 
Council and interested government agencies, requires the approval of the District 
of Columbia Board of Commissioners. The “mass transportation plan,’ also 
prepared initially by the Planning Commission, requires the approval of a joint 
board consisting of the District of Columbia Commissioners and the District’s 
Public Utilities Commission (66 Stat. 789). If it is the intent of the proposed 
bill that the Agency’s “transit development program” conform with these ap- 
proved plans under the National Capital Planning Act, that intent should be 
clearly spelled out by adding the following, after reference to that act: “includ- 
ing the approved major thoroughfare and mass transportation plans within the 
meaning of section 6 of such Act,”. 

Parenthetically, it may be noted that the transportation plan submitted to Con- 
gress by the National Capital Planning Commission and the Regional Planning 
Council in 1959 is not an approved plan within the meaning of section 6 of the 
National Capital Planning Act of 1952. 

On the other hand, if it is the intent of the proposed bill to transfer the plan- 
ning functions of section 6 of the Planning Act to the new Agency, that intent 
should be made clear together with protective provisions to make clear that 
transportation planning shall be coordinated with the broader planning functions 
of the National Capital Planning Commission and the Regional Planning Council 
and be subject to the approval of the District Commissioners. 

Whatever device Congress may prefer for coordinating transportation planning, 


the following principles should be maintained, consistent with the purpose of the 
bill: 
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(1) The “coordination of the planning, financing, construction, and administra- 
tion of highways and public transit and railroad facilities,’ properly declared 
to be the congressional purpose in section 102, requires that there be effective co- 
ordination between rapid rail transit and highway facilities in the same agency, 
be it the proposed new Agency or the existing National Capital Planning Com- 
mission. The two modes are. of course, directly competitive. Effective planning 
and implementation of rapid transit facilities therefore requires effective con- 
trol over the location and construction of highway facilities so that an efficient 
rapid transit system, adapted to the public’s needs, may be initiated. 

(2) Furthermore, overall transportation planning (rapid transit and highway 
facilities) represents only a part of the complete planning problem for the 
National Capital region. It must be consistent, therefore, with the general 
land-use requirements of the area, including the preservation of existing desir- 
able land use such as parks, playgrounds, schools, churches, institutions, and 
well-preserved residential areas, or with existing or planned redevelopment 
projects. This means that the region’s transportation plan, as it may further 
evolve pursuant to this legislation, not only should be consistent with the overall 
plans of the National Capital Planning Commission and the Regional Planning 
Council, respectively, but also subject to the approval of the District Commis- 
sioners which have ultimate political responsibility for the welfare of the 
District and its inhabitants. 


Section 205. Functions, duties, and powers 


Several amendments are required in this section in order to achieve the 
transportation coordination that is the intent of the bill and in order to imple- 
ment the most pressing immediate needs. 

1. Section 205, as now drafted, leaves one significant gap in the achievement 
of a coordinated regional transportation system—authority over roads. This 
deficiency would be overcome by the addition of the following sentence after the 
third sentence of subsection (a) (7): 

“No freeway, parkway or other arterial highway shall be constructed in the 
National Capital region without the prior certification by the Agency that such 
facility is consistent with the transit development program.” 

This reservation of power is necessary if the purposes of the bill are not 
to be frustrated by arbitrary action by local or Federal highway agencies. It 
is appropriate that such agencies retain the primary responsibility for the 
location, design, construction, and operation of freeways, parkways, and high- 
way facilities. However, this authority should not be permitted to override 
the broader, more vital objectives of achieving a truly coordinated transporta- 
tion system for the National Capital region. In some instances, a freeway 
facility deemed necessary by highway planners may in fact frustrate the 
achievement of effective rapid transit under the transit development program. 
In other instances, the overall program may require use of a common right-of- 
way for both rapid transit and highway facilities. Both as to selection of the 
mode or modes of transportation that best suit overall public needs and as to 
selection of the proper route, the new Agency should have jurisdiction consistent 
with section 204 to achieve effective coordination and to avoid wasteful 
duplication 

2. There is the further necessity for spelling ont the responsibility of the 
Bureau of Public Roads for administering Federal highway-aid projects in the 
National Capital region consistent with the objectives of the bill. In admin- 
istering his responsibilities, the Federal Highway Administrator should lend 
his powerful influence over Federal highway grants to assist, rather than frus- 
trate, the local efforts to achieve a balanced transportation system consistent 
with the region’s broader land-use objectives. For this purpose, the following 
new subsection is recommended : 

“The Bureau of Publie Roads, in reviewing plans for Federal-aid highways 
in the National Capital region, shall take into account the transit development 
program as adopted by the Agency and he implementing recommendations of 
the Agency, and shall request the District of Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia 
to modify their plans to conform to the program when such modification would 
serve to achieve the objectives of this act.” 

8. In addition to the general authorizations vested in the new Agency, it is 
recommended the Congress include specific directions to the Agency to com- 
mence work immediately on rapid transit projects of pressing importance to 
the National Capital region. In the opinion of the Northwest Committee, one 
of the most pressing of these needed projects is the construction of a subway line 
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across the downtown area and thence northwest. 
tional subsection is recommended : 

“The Agency is authorized and directed, promptly upon its establishment, to 
proceed, in consultation with the Board of Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia, with the planning, design and other work necessary for the construc- 
tion of a rail transit subway line running from Union Station (and there con- 
necting with existing railroads if practicable) in a westerly direction to a point 
in the general vicinity of 19th and E Streets NW., and thence northerly 
and westerly to a point at least as far as Tenley Circle. No freeway, parkway 
or other arterial highway not already under construction shall be built west of 
Rock Creek in the District of Columbia until the completion of such rail transit 
line connecting an outer portion of that section with downtown Washington, and 
until experience in the operation of such a rail transit line shall enable the 
Agency to find and conclude to what extent, if any, additional transportation 
facilities are required.” 

Undoubtedly, there may be other pressing transportation improvements needed 
elsewhere in the region. If so, these should also be spelled out in specific terms 
by Congress in this legislation. The primary concern of the Northwest Com- 
mittee for Transportation Planning, however, is with the northwest. 

The necessity for a subway system in this region, particularly a line to the 
northwest, appears to be universally recognized : 

A. DeLeuw, Cather & Co., a Chicago engineering firm retained by the Plan- 
ning Commission and Planning Council to prepare a mass transportation survey 
for the National Capital region, included among its recommendations the con- 
struction of a rapid transit line from Union Station to Pooks Hill via the general 
routing of E Street, 19th Street, Massachusetts Avenue, and Wisconsin Avenue. 
It recommended that this rapid transit line be underground at least as far as 
Tenley Circle in order not to scar the area or disrupt desirable land-use patterns 
in the area. This mass transportation survey was issued in January 1959. The 
survey’s conclusions emphasized that 

“5. Only by construction of subways can certain physical problems, particu- 
larly in the north and northwest sectors, as discussed in the report, be satis- 
factorily overcome, * * * 

“6. * * * Work should start at the earliest practicable date on the prepara- 
tion of preliminary engineering plans for the subway sections of the recom- 
mended rail rapid transit facilities.” 

B. The transportation plan prepared by the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission and the Regional Planning Council and submitted by the President to 
Congress in July 1959 likewise endorsed this subway line. 

Cc. Testimony before the Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Prob- 
lems in November 1959 generally endorsed this aspect of the transportation 
plan: 

(1) Elmer B. Staats, Deputy Director of the Bureau of the Budget, appearing 
for the administration, testified that ‘“‘we should like to stress the importance 
of giving the highest priority to development of the proposed rail trainsit facili- 
ties to reduce traVel time and avoid unnecessary costs” (hearings, p. 14). 

(2) Roy W. Johnson, chairman of the board, American Council To Improve 
Our Neighborhoods (ACTION), testified that an “efficient, attractive, economical 
rapid transit’ was essential to meet the area’s transportation needs and to 
avoid the destruction of “many values of our Capital City, as a place for Govern- 
ment business, as a monumental city, as a city of homes and neighborhoods, by 
rivers of cement” (hearings, p. 30). 

(3) Arthur H. Keyes, Jr., Washington Building Congress, Inc., testified that 
“we must give rapid transit priority over the private automobile” and criticized 
the transportation plan only for its insufficient attention to rapid transit needs 
and its preoccupation with destructive highway proposals (hearings, pp. 71 
hos? 

(4) Albert Mayer, a professional city planner from New York, testified that 
top priority should be devoted to rapid transit to avoid the many harmful ef- 
fects to an urban area through the proliferation of highways (hearings, pp. 
83-96). 

(5) David FE. Finley, Chairman, Commission of Fine Arts, testified that “the 
plan for a rapid underground transit system is excellent, so far as it goes, and 
should receive the first consideration” (hearings, p. 121). He further stated 
that his Commission firmly believes “that a rapid transit system is the most 
logical means of meeting these traffic needs. We have for several years urged 


Therefore, the following addi- 
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that such a transit system be established and have pointed out that, if the beauty 
of Washington is to be preserved, provision for an underground rapid transit 
system would seem to be mandatory. We hope that a rapid transit system 
will be extended to the sources of commuter traffic in Maryland and Virginia” 
(hearings, p. 120). 

(6) Grosvenor Chapman, Washington Metropolitan Chapter, American Insti- 
tute of Architects, testified that his chapter “endorses that part of the metro- 
politan transportation survey recommendations concerned with rapid transit by 
bus and rail. It feels that these recommendations and, especially, the use of sub- 
ways, Will serve the primary objective of keeping traffic congestion to a mini- 
mum” and preserving “our present heritage of national monuments, vistas, parks, 
public buildings, and riverbanks” from being lost “in a confusion of highway 
ramps, loops, and interchanges” (hearings, p. 127). 

(7) S. Le Forsythe, general superintendent of engineering for the Chicago 
Transit Authority, recommended: “If the estimates of passenger volumes indi- 
cating better than 25,000 in the heaviest hour from Bethesda, and better than 
26,000 in the heaviest hour from Wheaton, are reasonable, then it would seem 
logical to put rail rapid transit from these areas to the central sector in the 
very earliest phase of the program” (hearings, p. 155). 

(8) Washington I. Cleveland, speaking for the American Automobile Asso- 
ciation, also reported that the AAA district advisory board is of the opinion 
that the projected growth in area travel “would require the development of a 
rapid transit system” and endorsed the transportation plan’s proposed rapid 
transit system (hearings, pp. 224-225). 

(9) Louis Justement, chairman of National Capital Committee of American 
Institute of Architects. urged that Congress should adopt that portion of the 
transportation plan which creates rapid transit facilities and reject proposed 
new freeways. Rail rapid transit, he described as the “better solution, one 
Which will permit planned urban growth instead of disorganized, haphazard 
urban growth, one which will help us preserve existing esthetic values and create 
new ones” (hearings, p. 272). 

(10) Willinm A. Roberts, a local civil engineer and transportation lawyer, 
testified that an adequate subway system is already 380 years overdue and that 
such “facilities should be built from the beginning, and pressures applied to re- 
quire their use, not to build expensive alternatives [freeways] for them” (hear- 
ings, pp. 866-367). 

(11) W. W. Patehell, vice president, Pennsylvania Railroad, testified, “I 
know, and the experience in Toronto can prove, that the [transportation plan’s | 
recommendation for the rail rapid transportation system along the heavy 
traffic corridors in a wise one and, if properly carried out, will prove in the 
future to have been a very wise investment” (hearings, p. 399) 

(12) Robert Levi, president, Hecht Co., speaking as a downtown businessman, 
emphasized to the committee that ““‘Washington’s central business area can only 
flourish insofar as it is supported by mass transportation connected with the 
entire metropolitan area. New mass transportation must provide adequate 
service between downtown and major points of the surrounding region” (hear- 
ings, p. oS6). 

(13) John J. Allen, Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation, testi- 
fied, “The rapid transit system is the boldest conception yet advanced officially 
for solving the Washington commuting problem, yet the plan is based on con- 
Vincing analysis, demonstrating both economics to the community and need in 
terms of movement of people in the years to come (hearings, p. 696). 

(14) Uharles A. Horsky, president, Washington Housing Association, sup- 
ported the transportation plan’s subway proposals, questioning only “whether 
the report gives enough emphasis to the rapid rail transit system” (hearings, p. 
TO4). 

(15) The Montgomery County Council, by a resolution filed with the com- 
mittee, stated “it would be neither practical nor possible to provide the trans- 
portation facilities by construction of more and more highways but only through 
the development of mass transit and rapid transit regulated to serve the 
needs of the entire metropolitan area can traffic strangulation be averted” 
(hearings, p. 713). 

(16) Col. William E. Shepherd, representing the Committee of One Hundred 
on the Federal City, and the Georgetown Citizens Association, observed to the 
committee “that any attempt to satisfy the evermounting desire of motor vehicle 
operators for highway capacity and parking facilities will tend to disfigure and 
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bankrupt the city. We also feel that unless some technical improvements are 
made, the operation of buses on a large scale will generate pollution of the 
atmosphere on city streets and in residential neighborhoods; hence it appears 
that early realization of the rail rapid transit system will bring the maximum 
of relief with a minimum of damage to the city. We therefore recommend that 
in the transit plan detailed planning of the rail system be begun as soon as pos- 
sible; and that highest priority be assigned to this high-speed rail transit sys- 
tem” (hearings, p. 782). 

(17) Warren J. Vinton, mayor of Somerset, Md., speaking for the Montgomery 
County Citizens Planning Association, stressed “the necessity for speedy action 
to provide a true mass transit system for the National Capital. Only thus will 
the whole community be able to grow and to expand without being devastated 
by the proliferation of massive thorough-throughways, complex interchanges, 
and endless acres of parking.” He urged that “we should push ahead at once 
with the planning and construction of a rail transit system adequate to meet 
the Capital’s needs. * * * If we are to preserve the efficiency and the imposing 
beauty of our Capital it is obvious that it must become an adult city in respect 
to transportation, and bring the great bulk of daily workers into the center by 
a rapid transit system relying on subways in the central areas” (hearings, pp. 
T9O, T92). 

(18) Brig. Gen. Alvin C. Welling, District of Columbia Engineer Commissioner, 
concluded “that we should as promptly as possible institute an attractive rail 
service for transporting commuters to and from the District (hearings, p. 834). 
In particular, he cited a September 1959 report from the Commissioners to the 
Bureau of the Budget which stated : 

“Within the District there have been from some public quarters marked and 
valid objections to certain new highway proposals of the plan, and the majority 
of the Board of Commissioners has stated objections to one such proposal | the 
Northwest Freeway |. On the other hand, the public may be disposed to wel- 
come a subway system; so would the Commissioners” (hearings, p. S34) 

(19) Herbert P. Leeman, speaking for the Federation of Citizens Associations 
of the District of Columbia, stated that there exists “the imperative necessity 
of adoption and construction of a rapid transit system from adjacent areas 
and within this District of Columbia” (hearings, p. 871). 

(20) C. J. Heine, appearing for the North Cleveland Park: Citizens Association, 
urged that there should be “main reliance on rapid transit for the future han- 
dling of suburban commuters” (hearings, p. S77). 

DD. Elmer B. Staats, Acting Director of the Bureau of the Budget, in forward 
ing the present bill to Congress on March 10, 1960, again urged that prompt 
action be taken to initiate construction of the four proposed rail transit lines. 
As an example of the first of these that could be constructed, he cited specifically 
“a subway line * * * from the District line in the northwest across the down 
town area * * * to connect at the Union Station with the existing private rail- 
roads” (106 Congressional Record 4979, Mar. 14, 1960). 

The above are representative of the near-unanimous conviction of Government 
leaders, expert planners, and the neighborhoods affected by the necessity for 
moving ahead promptly on the proposed rail-transit subway program, including 
especially the line between Union Station and the northwest. To assure that 
this line is begun immediately, the present bill should contain the specific direc- 
tion of Congress that the Agency promptly undertake the task. 

In addition, however, the bill should also contain the mandate of Congress 
prohibiting the construction of any new freeways, parkways, or other arterial 
highways in the northwest, west of Rock Creek that are not already in con 
struction until after the subway line is constructed and tested. 
essential for the following reasons: 

(1) To prevent irretrievable harm to the area and its parks, schools, charitable 
institutions, playgrounds, residences, and embassies. 

(2) To prevent economic waste caused by the construction of highway facil- 
ities that probably will not be needed after the establishment of rapid rail 
transit, by the elimination of many millions of dollars from the District's tax 
base, and by the debasement of land values in the area. 

(3) To prevent any misapplication of the intent of Congress or defiance of 
the D.C. Board of Commissioners by agencies that might be intent on construct- 
ing such highway facilities regardless of cost, need, or its adverse effects on the 
National Capital region. 

(4) To prevent diversion of traffic support necessary to support the proposed 
rail-transit service. 


This action is 
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(5) And to prevent the creation of new areas of urban blight in the Nation's 
Capital that would frustrate present programs to eliminate slums in this region. 

Although, as previously noted, the transportation plan’s recommendations were 
broadly supported at the hearings before this committee last fall, the plan's 
various freeway, parkway, and highway proposals evoked widespread criticism. 
In particular, no other aspect of the plan’s recommendations prompted such pro- 
test as its proposed Northwest Freeway. 

The following are representative of many of the criticisms leveled against the 
plan’s highway orientation. Elmer B. Staats, speaking for the administration, 
urged “every effort by Federal and local agencies to emphasize or encourage the 
use of rail transit, express buses, and outlying terminal parking, rather than 
emphasizing additional highways which tend to encourage automobile commut- 
ing” (hearings, p.14). David E. Finley, Chairman, Commission of Fine Arts testi- 
tied: “Sufficient emphasis has not been given to finding a special solution to 
traffic problems which would preserve the unique character of Washington as the 
Nation’s Capital. * * * The city is being changed to fit the standard patterns of 
highway engineers rather than to conform to the Washington plan so long estab- 
lished” (hearings, p. 121). 

Louis Justement, speaking for the American Institute of Architects, noted, 
“We are just beginning to realize how horrible the freeway can make the central 
city, for the freeway, unlike rail transit, needs a tremendously wide right-of-way 
and cannot go underground. The cost of going through a slum area can be 
accepted, since we want to get rid of the slums anyway. Sut the cost of going 
through fine residential areas consists of far more than the acquisition of the 
rights-of-way. The destruction of adjacent values is so great that no acceptable 
solution can be found” (hearings, pp. 271-272). Charles Horsky, expressing the 
views of the Washington Housing Association, testified. “"We also recommend 
further study of the proposed radial freeways which would parallel, or at least 
compete directly with, proposed rail transit lines. We think further thought 
should be given to increasing the role of rail rapid transit in the ultimate plans” 
(hearings, p. 704). These expressions were just typical of the many expressions 
against the plan’s highway emphasis generally. (See also hearings, pp. 27, 
29-30 (Johnson, ACTION) ; 59-60 (Cover, Bureau of Business and Economics 
Research) ; 67-68 (Hauser, University of Chicago Population Research Center) : 
71 (Keyes, Washington Building Congress) ; 87-88 (Mayer, city planner) ; 105 
(Ulin, Surveys & Research Corp.) : 124 (Congressman Frank Thompson, Jr.) : 
128 (Chapman, Washington Metropolitan Chapter, AIA) ; 130 (Searles, Redevel- 
opment Land Agency) ; 135 (Augur, Intermaggio and Wingo, American Society of 
Public Administration) ; 366, 371 (Roberts, civil engineer) ; 479 (Vickrey, eco- 
nomie professor, Columbia University ; 571-573 (Owen, city planner) ; 721-725 
(Gruen, architect) : 782 (Shepherd, Committee of 100 on the Federal City) ; 98S 
(Talle, Housing and Home Finance Agency) ). 

The case against proceeding with the Northwest Freeway, proposed by the 
transportation plan, is particularly compelling. S. D. Forsythe, general superin- 
tendent of engineering of the Chicago Transit Authority, expressed his judg- 
ment to the committee that early completion of the rapid rail transit facilities 
between the downtown area and Bethesda via the Wisconsin Avenue corridor 
would “have a decided effect upon the highway usage from these areas, par- 
ticularly in the central sector, which effect could very conceivably reduce ap- 
preciably the extremely expensive plans for freeway extensions and additions” 
(hearings, p. 155). This view was echoed by other leading witnesses. Engineer 
Commissioner Welling, speaking for the District Board of Commissioners, re- 
marked, “If rapid transit rail lines such as projected in the plan are to be built 
or seriously considered for construction, then in the interest of maximum 
utilization of the rail system and in the interest of overall economy, automobile 
expressways encompassing the rapid transit rail lines should be deferred” 
(hearings, p. 841). The Commissioners’ specific objections to the proposed 
Northwest Freeway are well documented (hearings, pp. 828-830). 

The evidence submitted to the joint committee last November was over- 
whelmingly in opposition to the construction of any such route. The freeway, 
as proposed, would link Bethesda with downtown, drawing users from the 
Same area as the rapid transit line. It would cut a wide swath past schools 
and hospitals (ineluding Woodrow Wilson High School, Sidwell Friends School, 
Phoebe Hearst Elementary School, Dunbarton College, and the Washington 
Home for Incurables), across Fort Reno, Melvin Hazen, and Rock Creek Parks, 
and through hundreds of desirable and attractive homes. <A proposed four-lane 
spur, originating at a large interchange at Van Ness Street west of Wisconsin 
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claimed that this north central route for 70-S was vastly superior to the Wis- 
consin Avenue corridor. It avoided problems of truck-climbing lanes, involved 
no taking of park lands, permitted the construction of eight lanes for the price 
of four through the Northwest. Although slightly longer in total distance from 
Pooks Hill to the Inner Loop, it involved fewer miles of new construction and 
met a greater public need. Claimed the District of Columbia Department of 
Highways: “A freeway route in the north central corridor toward Silver Spring 
has been shown by all traffic and planning studies to be the greatest single 
traffic need in the area.” 

Although it would appear logical that such a route for 70-S, favored by the 
highway departments of both the District and Maryland, would be acceptable 
to the Bureau of Public Roads for the purposes of 90 percent Federal aid under 
the interstate highway program, the local newspapers reported on March 18, 
1960, that Bertram D. Tallamy, Federal Highway Administrator, rejected this 
route and insisted that a routing be found in the Wisconsin Avenue corridor 
if the District intended to obtain 90 percent Federal aid. 

In the opinion of the Northwest Committee for Transportation Planning, 
this type of “city planning” should not be allowed to continue. If the North- 
west Freeway were to built under the guise of Route 70—-S, it would seriously 
undermine the economic feasibility of the Northwest subway line so urgently 
needed. It would be absolutely contrary to sound land-use principles, destroy- 
ing or damaging with one “clean gash” valuable and irreplaceable park lands, 
school facilities, charitable institutions, and private homes. 

Already, Senator Francis Case has expressed grave concern about this North- 
west Freeway routing for T0-S which, he fears, “would blight the property on 
both sides to a serious degree.” It is essential that continued uncertainty about 
this freeway be put to rest and that its ghost be buried, once and for all. In 
view of some agencies’ steadfast unwillingness to adhere to the District of 
Columbia Commissioners’ authority in this regard, Congress should intervene 
to back up the Commissioners’ judgment and help save both the chances of 
rapid transit in this area and the existing character of the Northwest as an 
area of homes, churches, parks, schools, and institutions of public benefit. 

As it is, even the uncertainty created by reviving the proposal for a Northwest 
Freeway is having a destructive effect on the area. One resident, forced to 
sell his home because of a transfer in jobs to another city, has been unable to 
iad an agent willing to handle it because his house is directly in the path of 
the freeway. Other residents of the large areas affected are uneasy. Plans 
for continued home improvements or landscaping have been deferred. The 
privately financed “urban renewal’ which has kept the neighborhoods in this 
area among the best in the District or in any city anywhere may soon be re- 
placed by urban decay unless there is the assurance from Congress that there 
will be no such freeway and resulting residential blight. 

ven if there were disagreement as to the lack of need for the proposed 
Northwest Freeway, sound public policy would dictate that the proposal be at 
least deferred until after construction of the Northwest subway line and suffi- 
cient experience to indicate whether additional facilities are still needed. The 
cost of the Northwest Freeway is estimated to be about $111 million. The cost 
of the parallel subway line alone would be roughly the same. It is pointless 
to pledge twice as much public funds for improvement of transportation in the 
same corridor by competing modes of transportation when one investment may 
meet the problem. It appears particularly wasteful when it is considered that 
the freeway, if also built, may not only be unnecessary but also may prevent 
the subway from being an economic operation. 


Vice Chairman McMiiian. Mrs. Mazique, will you come to the 
witness stand and give the reporter your name and address? 


I would like to say that on a number of occasions Mrs. Mazique has 
given helpful information to the members of the House. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. EDWARD C. MAZIQUE, ROCK CREEK EAST 
NEIGHBORHOOD LEAGUE 


Mrs. Maziqur. My name is Jewel Mazique, 1824 Upshur Street NW. 
I am representing the Rock Creek East Neighborhood League instead 
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Avenue would devour large parts of Glever-Archbold Park. It is small wonder 
that such “planning” evoked such a unanimous protest from the general publie 
and public officials. Carl F. Hanson, Washington’s Superintendent of Schools, 
and the District’s Board of Education formally protested. such a freeway that 
would “bisect this Phoebe Hearst community, one that has many highly desirable 
features for children, such as play and recreation space, community spirit, safety, 
und well-kept homes within easy walking distance of a good school” (hearings, 
pp. S15-S86). See also hearings, pp. 732-735 (Siefert, Mount Pleasant Citizens’ 
Association) ; S17-S1S (Earley, resident) ; S20 (John Eaton Elementary School 
PTA); 820-822 (Mount Pleasant Neighbors’ Association opposing construction 
of Cross-Park Freeway) ; 822 (Wiltshire, resident) ; S22-S825 (Bush, resident) ; 
S23 (Jansky, resident) ; S238-824 (McGregor, resident) ; 824 Bonesteel, Tilden 
Gardens Cooperative apartments) ; S27-S28 (Ball, resident) ; S28, 1028 (Lane, 
resident) ; S63-865 (Barr, Sidwell Friends School) ; 865-869 (McDonnell, Wash- 
ington Home for Incurables) ; S71-S7T4 (Barringer, Hearst Elementary School 
PTA); S76-ST7T8 (Heine, North Cleveland Park Citizens Association) ; 1020 
(Moyer, Home for Incurables visiting committee) ; 1020 (Brooke, Home for 
Incurables visiting committee) ; 1021 (McGinnis, Home for Incurables) ; 1021 
(Clift et al., residents): 1021-1022 (Saunders, resident); 1023-1024 (Van 
Wagenen, resident) ; 1024-1025 (Fernald, Citizens Forum of Columbia Heights) ; 
1028 (Taylor, resident) | 1030 (McGregor, resident) ; 1034 (Winnemore, resi- 
dent); 1035 (Wilkes, resident); 1036 (Skinner, resident); 1086 (Taylor, 
resident). 

The Northwest Freeway through the Wisconsin Avenue corridor was not rec 
ommended by the engineering consultants retained by the National Capital Plan- 
ning Commission. It is opposed as a Route TO-S (U.S. 240) link by the highway 
departments of both Maryland and the District of Columbia. It is opposed by 
the Board of District of Columbia Commissioners. The Bethesda-Chevy Chase 
section has also been rejected by the Montgomery County Council, the county's 
planning board and the Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Com- 
mission. 

The proposal for this interstate truck route through the Wisconsin Avenue 
corridor was never approved by the District of Columbia Commissioners. To 
the contrary, the Board of Commissioners rejected it in no uncertain terms. 
As Commissioner Warrick reported to the chairman of this committee last June, 

“The Director of Highways and Trathc and the Kngineer Commissioner do not 
consider the proposed route to be feasible from the overall point of view of 
community acceptability, general alinement, sound Government policy, engineer- 
ing, economics, invasion of park property, and the proposed point of connection 
with the Inner Loop. Again, I am in agreement with their views” (hearings, 
p. S2O). 

Under the terms of section 6(a) of the National Capital Planning Act of 
1952, this rejection by the Board of District of Columbia Commissioners should 
have meant the end of the Northwest Freeway proposal. Under that section, 
no thoroughfare plan in the District is approved until submitted to, and ap- 
proved by, the Board of Commissioners. 

A subsequent engineering cost study of this Northwest Freeway, prepared by 
Michael Baker, Jr., College Park, Md., for the National Capital Planning Com 
mission in September 1959, confirmed in every way the wisdom of the District 
of Columbia Commissioners’ action. The report showed that the cost of the 
portion of the route between Tenley Circle and the Inner Loop would be almost 
$70 million instead of the “less than” $36 million originally estimated by the 
planning commission. It showed that by reason of the steep grades crossing 
Rock Creek Park and the hilly northwest part of the District, additional truck- 
climbing lanes would be required. It also showed that in order to minimize grade 
problems alternating deep trenches or tunnels and elevated structures (some as 
high as 75 feet) would be required. It also showed that the entire route within 
the District would require payment of about $25 million to obtain the right-of- 
way resulting in the removal of about $8 million of assessed property from the 
District’s tax base. 

Meanwhile, District Highway Director Harold Aitken prepared an alternate 
route to provide a freeway connection between Pooks Hill and the Inner Loop 
for Route 70-S under the Interstate Highway System. This alternate was to be 
routed to the east of Rock Creek Park along the B. & O. Railroad right-of-way 
in Maryland and then down the north central corridor to the Inner Loop. It 
is also the route preferred by John B. Funk, chairman of the Maryland Roads 
Commission. Studies by the District of Columbia Department of Highways 
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4. Approximately 31,000 cars have been diverted into this area. 

>. Even the increased speed limit and restricted parking on 16th Street has 
not been sufficient to relieve traffic and has therefore resulted in the side 
streets heing used as raceways by trucks and cars to avoid lights and traffic 
congestion ; and 

Wherens as a result of this complete disregard of the nature of this area 
as set forth in the above cited zoning regulations, the lives of the residents of 
this area are endangerd, particularly the lives of the children and elderly peo- 
ple, and the health standards of the entire community are affected by the ex 
cessive gasoline fumes; and the property values of the area will be seriously 
depreciated ; and 

Whereas the whole pattern of the Nation’s Capital, as envisaged by L’Enfant 
is being vitinted and destroyed by an insane desire to provide high-speed routes 
for nearby Marylanders to reach downtown Washington by automobile without 
regard for the areas through which this traffic must proceed ; and 

Whereas the residents of the Shepherd Park area have been afforded abso- 
lutely no opportunity to express their views and protect their lives and the value 
of their properties through any public hearing: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the residents of this area, individually and collectively, take all 
appropriate action to insure the enforcement of the zoning regulations as quoted 
above, and restoration of this area to the condition envisaged by the zoning 
regulations : and be it further 

Resolved, That until a mass transportation system is agreed upon and con- 
structed, the present speed limits in the area should be reduced, parking restric- 
tions eliminated, through-trucking banned, and traffic regulations strictly en- 
forced; as otherwise the “Suitable environment for family life’ as provided for 
in the zoning regulations will be destroyed without chance of rehabilitation or 
restoration ; and be it further 

Resolved, That it is the unanimous feeling of the residents of this area that as 
citizens and taxpayers in the District of Columbia their interests are entitled 
to as much consideration, if not more consideration than the interests of the resi- 
dents of Maryland who are using the area as a speedway: Therefore be it finally 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia, members of the Joint Committee on Metropolitan 
Washington Problems and to the members of the House and Senate Committees 
for the District of Columbia with a plea for public hearings designed to redress 
the intolerable situation created by the aforesaid traffic conditions. 

A true copy. 

Attest : 
FREDERICK G. UMHAU, Secretary 


We, the citizens and homeowners of the Shepherd Park area and of upper 
l6th Street NW., respectfully petition the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia for relief from an intolerable traffic situation. 

This area affected is a restricted residential area, zoned R1A. It is, for the 
most part composed of high-cost single residences, with a high tax assessment. 
Many elderly people and many children reside in this area. 

The intolerable traffic situation, which is the subject of this petition has been 
created through the act of making upper 16th Street a heavy-duty, high-speed 
corridor between nearby Maryland and downtown Washington. Curb parking 
hus been severely curtailed, if not practically abolished, and the speed limit has 
been increased substantially. 

The immediate effects resulting from the creation of this interurban corridor 
are as follows: 

1. The chances of accident or death from motor vehicles has been immeas- 
urably increased, particularly in the case of elderly people who must cross streets 
slowly ; and also to children who dart across streets at any time. There are not 
even any school zone signs calling for reduced speed and caution at stipulated 
hours. The hazards are greater at these hours, but they exist at all times. 

2. With parking so severely restricted the residents of this area cannot park 
outside of their own homes for any purpose; for instance, to unload groceries, 
elderly people, and children or guests. Many of these houses have no driveways 
to the house. Those that do find it almost impossible to use their driveways due 
to the extreme speed of the traffic both coming and going. The residents of 16th 
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of Phoebe Hearst on this occasion. However, I am legislative chair 
man of Hearst and Mr. Craig has just expressed the sentiment of 
Hearst PTA. But in addition we are neighbors of the northwest 
group of Mr. Craig, at least our civic te lation is, and we wish to go 
on record in support of all that Mr. Craig has said and all that his 
statement contained. 

In addition, we have here simply a statement of support of the 
measure which is before us. 

Vice Chairman McMinian. Without objection, that will be in 
cluded in the record unless you want to read that. 

Mrs. Maziqur. No; I am not going to read it. T only want to say 
that we support S. 3193 and its companion bill TLR. 11135. Thank 
vou very much. 

Vice Chairm: an McMintian. We are glad to hear you say you sup 
port H.R. 11135, Mr. Broyhill’s bill. 

Mrs. Maziqur. Thank you. 

Vice Chairman McMuirxan. I think that is one way of having that 
cons dered in the House. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Mrs. Epwarp C. MAzIQuse, LEGISLATIVE CHAIRMAN OF THE Rock 
CREEK EAsSt NEIGHBORHOOD LEAGUI 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Joint Committee on Metropolitan Problems, 
on behalf of the Rock Creek East Neighborhood League, a citizens’ association 
representing the residents of the community which extends from 16th Street 
to Rock Creek Park and from Colorado Avenue to Piney Branch Road, NW., I 
wish to thank the members of this committee for the interest demonstrated in 
seeking to resolve the dilemma posed by the increasing transportation need und 
the preservation of the residential nature of the District’s community life. 

Because of the lack of foresight and planning we have been informed that sev 
eral major cities have discovered too late the detrimental effect of laissez faire 
transportation schemes. Hence, our membership is in accord with the develop- 
ment of a unified and integrate] system for the National Capital region as con 
tained in S. 3193 and H.R. 11135 

The growth of suburbia is so immense that it necessitates an agency to rep 
resent and protect while servicing citizens in the urban and suburban areas. 

Haphazard schemes of locating traffic arteries through residential areas 
besides destroying the Nation’s Capital are opposed for the following reasons: 

1. Removal of real property from the tax roll. 

2. Undermining home foundations. 

>. Air pollution and traffic hazard. 

4. Destruction of community institutions for education and welfare. 

5. Destruction of landscape amenities. 


RESOLUTION OF THE SHEPHERD PARK CITIZENS’ ASSOCIATION 


Whereas the Shepherd Park area, which comprises about 1,600 homes is now 
zoned R-1—A and R-1—B: and 

Whereas the zoning regulations of the District of Columbia, article 31, see 
tion 3101.1 (relating to one-family detached dwellings) state: The R-1 district 
is designed to protect quiet residential areas now developed with one family de 
tached dwellings and adjoining vacant areas likely to be developed for such 
purposes. The regulations are designed to stabilize such areas and promote a 
suitable environment for family life: and 

Whereas recent developments, as set forth below, have completely nullified the 
letter and spirit of these regulations, as follows: 

1. Upper 16th Street has been turned into a high-speed, heavy-duty traffic 
corridor. 

2. Sixteenth Street has been extended into Maryland to Georgia Avenue, with 
a further extension to University Boulevard, foreseen in the near future. 

3. Speed limits have been increased on 16th Street, and parking severel) 
restricted. 
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measure which is before us. 
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Mrs. Maziqur. Thank you. 

Vice Chairman McMuinzan. I think that is one way of having that 
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(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Mrs. Epwarp CC. MAZIQUE, LEGISLATIVE CHAIRMAN OF THE Rock 
CREEK EAst NEIGHBORHOOD LEAGUE 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Joint Committee on Metropolitan Problems, 
on behalf of the Rock Creek East Neighborhood League, a citizens’ association 
representing the residents of the community which extends from 1th Street 
to Rock Creek Park and from Colorado Avenue to Piney Branch Road, NW,, | 
wish to thank the members of this committee for the interest demonstrated in 
seeking to resolve the dilemma posed by the increasing transportation need and 
the preservation of the residential nature of the District’s community life. 

Because of the lack of foresight and planning we have been informed that sey- 
eral major cities have discovered too late the detrimental effect of laissez faire 
transportation schemes. Hence, our membership is in accord with the develop 
ment of a unified and integrate] system for the National Capital region as con- 
tained in S. 3193 and H.R. 11135. 

The growth of suburbia is so immense that it necessitates an agency to rep 
resent and protect while servicing citizens in the urban and suburban areas. 

Haphazard schemes of locating traffic arteries through residential areas 
besides destroying the Nation’s Capital are opposed for the following reasons: 

1. Removal of real property from the tax roll. 

2. Undermining home foundations. 

3. Air pollution and traffie hazard. 

4. Destruction of community institutions for education and welfare. 
5. Destruction of landscape amenities. 


RESOLUTION OF THE SHEPHERD PARK CITIZENS’ ASSOCIATION 


Whereas the Shepherd Park area, which comprises about 1,600 homes is now 
zoned R-1—A and R-1-—B: and 

Whereas the zoning regulations of the District of Columbia, article 31, see 
tion 3101.1 (relating to one-family detached dwellings) state: The R-1 district 
is designed to protect quiet residential areas now developed with one family de 
tached dwellings and adjoining vacant areas likely to be developed for such 
purposes. The regulations are designed to stabilize such areas and promote a 
suitable environment for family life: and 

Whereas recent developments, as set forth below, have completely nullified the 
letter and spirit of these regulations, as follows: 

1. Upper 16th Street has been turned into a high-speed, heavy-duty traffic 
corridor. 

2. Sixteenth Street has been extended into Maryland to Georgia Avenue, With 
a further extension to University Boulevard, foreseen in the near future. 

3. Speed limits have been increased on 16th Street, and parking severel) 
restricted. 
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4. Approximately 31,000 cars have been diverted into this area. 
5. Even the increased speed limit and restricted parking on 16th Street has 
not been sufficient to relieve traffic and has therefore resulted in the side 
streets being used as raceways by trucks and cars to avoid lights and trattic 
congestion ; and 

Wherens as a result of this complete disregard of the nature of this area 
as set forth in the above cited zoning regulations, the lives of the residents of 
this area are endangerd, particularly the lives of the children and elderly peo 
ple, and the health standards of the entire community are affected by the ex 
cessive gasoline fumes; and the property values of the area will be seriously 
depreciated ; and 

Whereas the whole pattern of the Nation’s Capital, as envisaged by L’'Enfant 
is being vitinted and destroyed by an insane desire to provide high-speed routes 
for nearby Marylanders to reach downtown Washington by automobile without 
regard for the areas through which this traffic must proceed ; and 

Whereas the residents of the Shepherd Park area have been afforded abso- 
jutely no opportunity to express their views and protect their lives and the value 
of their properties through any public hearing: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the residents of this area, individually and collectively, take all 
appropriate action to insure the enforcement of the zoning regulations as quoted 
above, and restoration of this area to the condition envisaged by the zoning 
regulations ; and be it further 

Resolved, That until a mass transportation system is agreed upon and con- 
structed, the present speed limits in the area should be reduced, parking restric- 
tions eliminated, through-trucking banned, and traffic regulations strictly en- 
forced; as otherwise the “Suitable environment for family life’ as provided for 
in the zoning regulations will be destroyed without chance of rehabilitation or 
restoration ; and be it further 

Resolved, That it is the unanimous feeling of the residents of this area that as 
citizens and taxpayers in the District of Columbia their interests are entitled 
to as much consideration, if not more consideration than the interests of the resi- 
dents of Maryland who are using the area as a speedway: Therefore be it finally 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia, members of the Joint Committee on Metropolitan 
Washington Problems and to the members of the House and Senate Committees 
for the District of Columbia with a plea for public hearings designed to redress 
the intolerable situation created by the aforesaid traffic conditions. 

A true copy. 

Attest : 

FREDERICK G. UMHAU, Secretary. 


We, the citizens and homeowners of the Shepherd Park area and of upper 
16th Street NW., respectfully petition the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia for relief from an intolerable traffic situation. 

This area affected is a restricted residential area, zoned R1A. It is, for the 
most part composed of high-cost single residences, with a high tax assessment. 
Many elderly people and many children reside in this area. 

The intolerable traffic situation, which is the subject of this petition has been 
created through the act of making upper 16th Street a heavy-duty, high-speed 
corridor between nearby Maryland and downtown Washington. Curb parking 
has been severely curtailed, if not practically abolished, and the speed limit has 
been increased substantially. 

The immediate effects resulting from the creation of this interurban corridor 
are as follows: 

1. The chances of accident or death from motor vehicles has been immeas- 
urably increased, particularly in the case of elderly people who must cross streets 
slowly ; and also to children who dart across streets at any time. There are not 
even any school zone signs calling for reduced speed and caution at stipulated 
hours. The hazards are greater at these hours, but they exist at all times. 

2. With parking so severely restricted the residents of this area cannot park 
outside of their own homes for any purpose; for instance, to unload groceries, 
elderly people, and children or guests. Many of these houses have no driveways 
to the house. Those that do find it almost impossible to use their driveways due 
to the extreme speed of the traffic both coming and going. The residents of 16th 
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Street must drive one, two, or more blocks from their home in order to park their 
cars. This not only causes ill feeling among neighbors, but also transfers the 
parking problem from 16th Street to the whole area, as residents of the side 
streets are also forced to seek parking space at considerable distance from their 
own homes. 

3. Churches and synagogues also have no parking spaces. Restrictions of 
parking make it impossible to deliver or pick up worshipers without endangering 
lives. The same is true of doctors’ and dentists’ offices. 

4. The creation of this high-speed, heavy-duty corridor has attracted large 
numbers of trucks which now use 16th Street as a through route. Many residents 
have noticed that plaster is cracking in their homes as a result of this heavy 
traffic. 

These are some of the immediate results. There will be others equally harmful 
to the area. One of these is the potential lowering of the area in real estate 
values. The simple act of creating this traffic corridor potentially lowers the 
value of the neighboring houses. Moreover, many of the homeowners now living 
on 16th Street have stated definitely that they will not put up with these intoler- 
able conditions but will sell their houses and move into Maryland. These will be, 
of necessity, forced sales which will eventually lower the value, not only of the 
16th Street property, but also the value of all of the neighboring property, with a 
resultant real estate tax loss to the District of Columbia. There will be an 
accompanying loss in income tax as well, as these residents of the District are 
driven into Maryland. 

Therefore, we see no justification to threaten danger to life and to property in 
this area simply to allow some inhabitants from neighboring Maryland to arrive 
at their places of work 5 minutes earlier than they had previously. 

For immediate relief from these intolerable conditions: We therefore urgently 
request that the Commissioners of the District of Columbia take the following 
action: 

1. Restore the previous 16th Street parking conditions: At least limit the 
“no parking” restrictions to normal rush hour conditions. 

2. Reduce the speed limit on 16th Street and enforce this speed limit strictly. 

3%. Establish effective “school zone” signs at appropriate intersections and 
areas. 

4. Prohibit all trucks except those serving the area. 

As soon as possible, and as a means of further relief: 

1. Prevail upon the Maryland authorities to establish fringe parking in the 
areas adjacent to the District of Columbia-Maryland line in this general area. 

2. Consider the establishment of a through route, a limited access highway that 
will serve the needs of both District and Maryland residents without destroying 
homesites and property values. 

3. Encourage further developments in mass transportation which will serve 
the needs of this area and those areas adjacent to it. 

We stand ready to support this petition at any public hearing that the Com- 
missioners may call, and we further petition that such a hearing may be called 
immediately. 

Respectfully submitted. 

The foregoing petition was approved by the Shepherd Park Citizens’ Asso- 
ciation in meeting assembled on March 21, 1960. 

FREDERICK G. UMHAU, Secretary. 


(Ten pages of signatures attached ; 175 residents signing. ) 


NEW HOoLuIn HILLS COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION, 
Alexandria, Va., March 10, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Srr: A resolution was introduced and passed unanimously at a meeting of the 
New Hollin Hills Community Association on February 11, 1960, in favor of a 
Metro Authority. It was also voted that our support of such be forwarded to 
your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 


FRED MEWHINNEY, President. 
CLAIRE T. CLEYTILO, Secretary. 
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Vice Chairman McMinzan. Dr. Adams, if you will come to the wit- 
ness stand and give the reporter your name and address. 


STATEMENT OF DR. LYTLE S. ADAMS, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Dr. Apams. Iam Dr. Lytle S. Adams. 

Vice Chairman McMititan. Would you care to summarize your 
statement 4 

Dr. Anas. I don’t have a statement. 

Mr. Gururm. We have a copy of it here, Dr. Adams. 

Dr. Apams. What is that ¢ 

Mr. Guruem. I have a copy of your statement that you gave me in 
my office that I 9 you were going to give here today. 

‘Dr. Apams. No; I didn’t prepare a statement for the committee. 

Mr. Gutnem. [amsorry. 

Dr. Apams. What I would like to do is make the few remarks I 
have now and then prepare a statement and submit it for the first of 
the week. 

I live at 7703 Atwood Street, District Heights, Md. I am a dentist 
by profession and inventor, having invented more than 100 inventions 
many of which are the basis for some of the big corporations here in 
the District or area. The Allegheny Airer: aft, Airlines, is based en- 
tirely on my inventions. 

As you know, my interests naturally from my previous statement 
are in connection with the mechanical parts of this bill, that this bill 
refers to, and I have a compact system of subways which is capable 
of being installed through open cuts. The reason it is capable of 
being installed is because it is so compact and the—there is a lot of 
space for such a compact system and there would not be for a greater 
cut or a greater installation, and it would do exactly the same thing. 

In fact the subway system that I have, the cars would operate in the 
corridors of the buildings downtown and if coordinated with an out- 
side corridor they could be run in that fashion. 

As far as the bill is concerned, I think it is a very good bill. There 
are some things in it that I would change, particularly as far as 
permanent organization is concerned. I am opposed to independent 
commissioners, for a very good reason, and I would like to see the whole 
thing put under a Secretary of Transportation, that is not only the 
District but all metropolitan transportation, including the rest of 
our transportation, the National Transportation System. 

Since you are so near your closing hour, I would like to put this in 
better form and submit it to you the first of the week. 

Vice Chairman McMinian. Yes, sir; that will be granted. 

Dr. Apams. That will be prepared. I would have prepared that be- 
fore exce pt that I thought the only thing that I was to do— 

Vice Chairman McMinian. You submit your statement to the clerk 
of the committee and that will be included in the record. 

Dr. Apams. This system of mine, I would like to say now, would 
solve a lot of problems. It could be made into a shuttle line to serve 
all of the other transportation systems and get rid of all the downtown 
traffic at one time. 

Now, I think that is the greatest thing in subways, is that we can 
go under, between the buildings and the streets with a subw ay, and 
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take the bulk of our traffic, which is the cause of the congestion with- 
out letting them emerge to the street and cause this congestion. 

Vice Chairman McMitian. Thank you very much. We are glad 
to have your suggestion and we will be happy to have you appear be- 
fore our committee in the House. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Dr. LYTLE S. ADAMS 


My name is Dr. Lytle S. Adams, my address is 7703 Atwood Street, District 
Heights, Md. I am a dentist by profession, and have invented in excess of 100 


mechanical devices involving a multiplicity of equipment designed by me. Some 
of which have been in use in transportation in this area for many years. Some 


of my patents are the bases of a highly successful corporation in the immediate 
vicinity. 

I have at the moment a plan for passenger, water, oil, mail, and freight 
transportation, applicable to the problems of the National Capitol’s Transpor- 
tation Act of 1960. It will make the project self-liquidating. It will increase 
the schedules, at reasonable fares. It will preserve the beauty and dignity of the 
Nation’s Capital as no other plan yet advanced will do. 

The no-rail compact coach system as applied to Washington's mass trans- 
portation problems, contemplates a brandnew principle in the efficient handling 
of large numbers of employee population in a minimum space of time. By the 
aforesaid principle of moving workers from the buildings without permitting 
them to emerge to the streets, the creation of the usual unmanageable traffic 
congestion would be avoided. 

In this plan, subways would be constructed under the streets in the downtown 
sections of the city to correspond, connect with and be operated in the basement 
and subbasement corridors of Government buildings. 

The trains serving the subway and buildings to be composed of carefully 
streamlined, automobile type bodies, having seats accommodating four passengers 
each. They are designed for rapid movement through subways and existing 
corridors. The subbasement cars without wheels would be suspended from 
the cars of like capacity moving on rubber tires on the floor of the first basement 
corridors. The entire system including loading zones would be out of view 
from the street in the congested district but emerge as a semisurface system— 
one car on the street and the other below the street level, with no more ob- 
struction to view than the neatest type of automobile. 

The trains would be electrically operated, noiseless and passengers would 
be seated in comfort, four in each seat, with absolutely no waste space in surplus 
head room. Cars are entered through electric sliding doors and a coin turnstile 
from one side. There are no projections from the trains for any sort of contact 
that might injure passengers. When we consider how enthusiastically the public 
has received the compact automobile and their advantages in solving present 
day traffic problems, it is certain that compact subway trains will prove a 
popular service. 

FEW CONSTRUCTION PROBLEMS 


In examining the maps and records in the various city offices to check the 
underground service installations that might be encountered, I find to my sur- 
prise that sewers, water pipes, wires, ete., are, with few exceptions. installed 
parallel to each other in relatively straight lines with the streets. I am also 
convinced from my study that there is room between these installations for a 
compact subway construction by the open cut method for either extending exist- 
ing corridors or for the construction of new independent subways between the 
buildings and the sidewalks. This means that many millions of the taxpayers’ 
dollars may be saved over the costly deep bore method of construction neces- 
sary for the larger cars. It should be pointed out that subway coaches now in 
use are designed with excessive dimensions to permit standing room for the 
majority of passengers. This makes for oversize coaches and larger tunnels in 
which to operate them. 

Congress has a responsibility to every metropolitan area in the United States, 
when it passes this Capitol City sponsored bill—that provides for a system of 





ra] 
the 
\ 
the 
cal 
Th 
7 


req 
the 
bus 
the 
Thi 
of-\ 

I 
it s 
Fet 

I 
nev 
bei! 
chi 

T 
as] 
so § 
the 
vid 

I, 
vide 

1 
and 
mel 

2 
the 

N 
exis 
of 1 
port 
suff 
exa 

3. 
the 
bea 

7 
hou 

4, 
by t 
as a 
inel 
as te 

= 
ares 
to | 
frei; 
dire 
area 
star 
stat 
nigh 
poll 
of t 
“ear 





NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1960 227 


—_—— 


rapid transit for this single area. The bill, at least, should set the pattern for 
the others Lo copy in solving their transit problems. 

What is done here now in meeting the local problem should provide, at least, 
the legal pattern for the other metropolitan areas in the Nation to follow, be- 
cause it is certain, from past experiences, they will also require Federal aid. 
This being true it becomes immediately a national issue. 

No metropolitan area, including Washington, was laid out to meet the traffic 
requirements for the present day expansion of population. In Washington, 
there 18 not enough space in the streets for the orderly operation of oversized 
puses and street cars for the movement of persons, and/or things. Fortunately 
the Nation’s Capitol is in a better position to meet the challenge than other areas. 
This is true largely because it controls the off-street land it may use for right- 
of-way for the subways without cost. 

I feel this bill (S. 3198) should contemplate these national implications and 
it should be amended to meet the foreseeable objectionable features in it from a 
Federal point of view. 

I have personally, very strong reasons for objecting to the formation of any 
new independent agency, commission or authorities, as I envision our Government 
peing confronted with a Frankinstein of conflicting authority, when all the 
chips are down. 

The bill is good in that it provides the authority to a commission to establish 
a system of transportation of persons that may include subways, but the bill is 
so specific on the point of persons that it excludes other cargo necessary to make 
the project self-liquidating. It leaves the revenue definitely necessary to pro- 
vide decent, all-day schedules up to receipts from passenger fares alone. 

I, therefore, recommend that amendments to the bill S. 3193 be made to pro- 
yide the following : 

1. Create a new Cabinet post to be designated as Secretary of Transportation 
and to be the final authority in all transportation matters, where the Govern- 
ment has any financial interest, both local and national. 

2. Remove the restriction in the bill which makes rapid transit applicable to 
the transportation of persons only. 

No system of transportation has or can obtain sufficient revenue to more than 
exist on passengers’ fares and must have mail, express, freight, or other sources 
of revenue to make money. This revenue is no less necessary in city trans- 
portation than in distant hauling. Furthermore, each public utility is entitled to 
sufficient revenue to operate adequate schedules to meet the public need without 
exacting excessive rates from its patrons. 

3. The U.S. Government should be the first and lead the way in getting all 
the truck and unnecessary oversized buses off the streets in the congested and 
beauty areas of the Nation’s Capital. 

There will be no need for oversized buses providing standing space for rush- 
hour patrons, if schedules are sufficiently frequent. 

4. The proposed compact subway system in the central area should be financed 
by the U.S. Government. It should be leased to private industry and be operated 
asa shuttle service. It should be for the benefit of all engaged in transportation, 
including private automobiles and sightseeing cars. These should be restricted 
as to size. 

This modification would eliminate the necessity for the encroachment on these 
areas of unsightly, obstructive freeways. It would, also, increase the advantages 
to local trucking companies far beyond any revenue loss or change in their 
freight delivery service. The shuttle system to operate in four or more general 
directions through the city to terminals of either ample parking and loading 
areas, or to a series of belt line highways. All types of transit service would 
start their trips from these outlying areas instead of from the usual downtown 
stations. 

5. As a guarantee of ample revenue to enable the operation of tight day and 
night schedules, and as a suggested payload, it is proposed to stop dumping 
pollution materials, garbage, sewerage, and factory waste in the watersheds 
of the Potomac and instead haul it in separate trains of tanks and dump in 
“earthen sumps”’ in safe distant locations for future processing. 
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STATEMENT OF ALFRED S. TRASK ON BEHALF OF THE FRIENDSHIP 
CITIZENS ASSOCIATION 


It is suggested that there need not be the usual deference to private enterprise 
(sec. 102) in the case of D.C. Transit System, Inc. The evident goal of this 
company is to create a transit empire from a shoestring—at the expense of the 
transit riders and taxpayers, 

With the acquisition of all the bus lines in Montgomery County and part in 
Prince Georges, private enterprise in area transit is coming increasingly to 
mean “D.C. Transit System.” 

The company is apparently proceeding on the theory that its initial check for 
$500,000 earnest money is all that it is going to invest and the public can provide 
the rest. 

Last year Mr. James Flanagan stated to this committee that Mr. Chalk had 
committed himself to over $9 million worth of buses and would soon have to build 
anew maintenance base at a cost of at least $8 million, and that this was no time 
to restrict the transit company in its earnings. 

Recently he told the Public Utilities Commission (p. 1811, proceedings, Feb, 
19, 1960): “For those (buses) which we bought in 1958 that we acquired in 
1959 and that we will now acquire, our commitments for the payment of principal 
alone will be $146,389 a month or $1,756,668 annually, in addition to which the 
interest requirements will amount to $482,000 on the presently outstanding debt, 
which, of course, will be reduced gradually each month as the debt is paid, 
Where are we going to get that kind of money unless we get rates which will 
support our operations and our commitments?” 

The clear implication of Mr. Flanagan’s remarks is that no new capital is to 
be paid in by the stockholders, and that the transit riders are supposed to fur- 
nish capital funds as well as income through operating revenues. Every year 
the public adds to the equity which started out on such a thin margin, besides 
paying 614 percent interest on new buses which Mr. Chalk buys on time rather 
than invest any more funds, and the company takes out dividends equal to the 
paid-in capital investment. If the company were granted rates to produce 614 
percent of the gross operating revenues, not considered unreasonable under the 
area transit regulation compact (H.J. Res. 402) now before the House Comnnit- 
tee on the Judiciary, the company would be well on its way to own free and 
clear a bus system worth upward of $25 million from the initial payment of 
$500,000. 

The National Capital Transportation Corporation or the interstate proprietary 
agency when formed might well take over the company rather than have the 
public further build it up for the benefit of the TCA Investing Corp. This would 
also eliminate any difficulty about who is to operate the Government-built facili- 
ties and how the operator is to be paid for doing so. The company would prob- 
ably want 64 percent of the gross revenues under the franchise. 

While the company has argued at times that it has a 20-year franchise, it 
should be noted that in the event of the cancellation of the franchise by Congress 
after 7 years; that is, July 24, 1963, the company waives its claims for any 
damages for loss of franchise (Nore.—Creation of the Transportation Corpora- 
tion (title IIL) is authorized on or after July 1, 19638.) 

Any compact negotiated for the establishment of the interstate proprietary 
agency (title IV) should not include a high statutory rate of return for private 
transit companies. A permissible rate of return varies with the size of the com- 
pany, among other things (smaller companies usually operate at a higher rate 
of return, and the area companies follow this pattern, as shown by the tabulation 
below). A return of 6144 percent of the gross revenues after taxes is on the 
high side, as may be seen by comparing the operating ratios of various com- 
panies; for example, as shown in the Public Utilities Fortnightly for January 1, 
1953, page 26. The operating ratio is the complement of the rate of return. 
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Metropolitan area transit companies (1959) 


{Dollars in thousands] 


Net operating income Percent return 2 
Gross 
Company operating 
revenue Before After Before After 
taxes 34 taxes 4 taxes ¢ taxes 
Suburban Transit Co., Maryland 5 364 —69.5 —69.5 19.2 19.2 
W.M. & A. Transit Co., District of Co- 
jJumbia and Maryland 1, 148.3 —31.2 —31.2 2.7 —2.7 
W.V. & M. Coach Co., Virginia and Dis- 
trict of Columbia 2, 609.8 293. 5 175.8 11.2 6.75 
A.B. & W. Transit Co., Virginia and Dis- 
trict of Columbia 3, 729.6 252.2 236. 5 6. 76 6. 35 
D.C. Transit System, District of Colum- 
bia and Maryland 27, 854. 0 1, 389. 4 899. 0 1 3.2 


1 Local and suburban schedules including charter or special service. 

2 On gross operating revenue 

3 Line 18, ICC Form QPA, Motor Carriers of Passengers, except D.C. Transit. 
4 Income taxes. 

§ Suburban Transit Co. has been acquired by D.C. Transit System, Inc. 


The 6%-percent formula in the proposed transit regulation compact will not 
insure a profit to the losing companies, but might result in allowing an unreason- 
able profit to the company enjoying a monopoly in city operations where the 
bulk of the business lies. The 1958 Traffic Engineering Study of Wilbur Smith & 
Associates states that the relatively modest decline in transit use, overall, may 
be construed as an indication of a basic, minimum demand for public transporta- 
tion in the National Capital region, and D.C. Transit has the cream of that 
region. 

Rapid transit is such an efficient way of carrying people, particularly to and 
from work when even freeways tend to become choked, that passage of this bill 
would fill a long-felt need and is decidedly in the public interest. It would de- 
crease the number of highways and parking spaces required. The Nation's Capi- 
tal should catch up with other cities of comparable size in the movement of its 
passengers, and not allow the highway program to get ahead of the transit pro- 
gram, lest we be engulfed with autos as in Los Angeles. 


FRIENDSHIP CITIZENS ASSOCIATION SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Chalk’s offer to take over operation of all area transit raises the question 
of how much such expertise is worth. 

With his dissatisfaction with what the Public Utilities Commission allows (he 
was “nauseated” when he didn’t get the full fare increase he recently asked), 
and his constant campaign for a larger slice of the consumer’s dollar, can the 
public afford Mr. Chalk—the second absentee owner since the forcible dismem- 
berment of the conservative North American Co. by the SEC under the Public 
Utility Holding Company Act of 1935? 

While private ownership under proper circumstances is ideal, the trouble is 
that we have a franchise which sets a “not unreasonable” minimum rate of 
return at too high a figure, and we have an operator who will not be satisfied 
until he gets it. 

In order to get rid of Capital Transit and its streetcars, the District Commis- 
sioners offered various financial inducements which were not made available 
to the Capital Transit Co. Any extension of such inducements to areawide opera- 
tion of D.C. Transit, including Government-built rapid transit lines, would be 
an unwarranted expansion of the hurriedly concocted franchise. 

With the probable eventual absorption of the area companies under one opera- 
tor for the same reasons which prompted the consolidation of the predecessor 
companies of Capital Transit, the question is, is it going to be Mr. Chalk or a 
public body? 

Mr. Chalk’s proposal that D.C. Transit automatically be awarded responsibility 
for the entire operation if no agreement is reached by June 30, 1961, between 
area transit operators (including D.C. Transit) and a temporary governmental 
transit agency is unreasonable and arbitrary, and should be rejected forthwith. 
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Anything that would impede the acquisition of the local company by the Federal] 
corporation or interstate agency would unduly hamstring future action. The 
choice between public ownership and private enterprise is a hard one, but the 
former possibility must not be ruled out if necessary to prevent exploitation of the 
public in expanded operations under too “liberal” a franchise or compact. 

The transit regulation compact provides even less protection against unjust 
enrichment of D.C. Transit System than the franchise itself. The omission of 
reference to the system base (fair value) declared reasonable in the franchise 
would make it harder for the regulatory commission to reconcile the high statu- 
tory minimum with what is considered reasonable in the ordinary sense. 

Vice Chairman McMinian. Mrs. Marguerite Vrazsity. We are 
glad to have you here before our committee and if you will give your 
name and address to the reporter. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. MARGUERITE VRAZSITY, CITIZENS LEAGUE 
OF PRINCE GEORGES COUNTY 


Mrs. Vrazsiry. I am Marguerite Vrazsity, Box 6969, Washington, 
D.C. 

Vice Chairman MceMinran. Can you summarize your statement? 
We would appreciate it. 

Mrs. Vrazsiry. I think I am going to ad lib after hearing a few 
things this afternoon. 

I would like to say that we are opposed to the bill constitutionally 
and the wording as there is no regional Washington. There is a re- 
gional District of Columbia. I am a native Washingtonian and I] 
bet there weren’t 10 people raised in this area that have spoken before 
your committee, but be that as it may, this bill states “Nation: al Cap- 
ital region” and they put the little, the region in little “r.” Washing- 
ton was given as a Federal authority and it was given for that reason 
only. I know we need a transportation plan and we need this badly. 
But we have a political sugar plum in Maryland known as the Mary- 
land National Capital Park and Planning which vou heard mentioned 
today. This is another one. Dr. Adams who just spoke gave the 
right idea. We need a Secretary of Transportation rather than some- 
thing that is going to become a monopoly. 

This definitely is going to be criticized and criticized highly, as the 
Government trying to run tr ansportation. We practically have a 
jelly bean bag now. Every little pain and ache they beg for money 
from the Federal Government, and I think it is high time we take 
time and study to consider the Government was never set up for pains 
and aches. 

It was set up to advise, to be the Federal authority, and not give 
money out at every transfer point. 

Vice Chairman McMirran. You think you can 
newspapers what you say ? 

Mrs. Vrazsrry. Sir, I don’t care for publicity, and I think Mr. 
Gutheim can vouch for that, Senator Byrd can vouch for that, Con- 
gressman Lankford, all of them that know me well, I care nothing 
about the newspapers, sir. I care nothing about pictures. I ama 
Flood and I have been in polities since I was born, and I care nothing 
about publicity, but I do care about the tax dollar. You are infring- 
ing on Maryland and Virginia when you say a region, Federal City, 
Maryland city all this stuff, you compare Toronto, you compare Cali- 
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their own States. We are a State of our own, and pay our own taxes, 
and you are the District of Columbia. 

I am sorry to say my hometown is in such deplorable condition, but 
it is, and we all have moved out and we are now paying Maryland 
State tax and do not feel we should support something for the District 
of Columbia. 

Now they are going to give Maryland an outright federally sup 
ported transit system and Virginia a federally supported transit sys- 
tem instead of trying to run the little man out who is trying to make 
his bread and butter all good and well. But still I came to represent 
these three organizations and that is the Citizens League of Prince 
Georges County of which Iam president. 

I am legislative representative of the Accokeek Citizens Association 
and delegate of the Intercommunity Council and I was called last 
night to speak in behalf of the Chamber of Commerce of Southern 
Maryland of which Iam secretary. 

We do oppose the bill as to its constitutionality. 

Vice Chairman McMirian. You oppose the entire bill 4 

Mrs. Vrazsiry. Yes; unless it is made constitutional. 

Vice Chairman McMitian. Would you care to insert your state 
ment in the record ¢ 

Mrs. Vrazsiry. We do not oppose a transit svstem. 

Vice Chairman McMinran. Woud you care to insert your state- 
ment / 

Mrs. Vrazsiry. Yes. 

Vice Chairman McMinian. Without objection, it will be included 
in the record. 

(The document referred to follows :) 

I am Marguerite Flood Vrazsity, president of the Citizens’ League of Prince 
Georges County; legislative representative of the Accokeek Citizens’ Association, 


Accokeek, Md.; appointed delegate of the Intercommunity Council of Southern 
Maryland. 

The phrase “National Capital region” so freely used in Senate bill 3193 evokes 
necessary clarification to evince the small “r’ used in the word “region.” 

The Nation’s Capital is Washington. A region (capital “R’’) is best described 
as situated coterminously with the District of Columbia. This region (the 
Federal district) does not extend beyond the Washington and District of Colum 
bia coextensive boundary. National Capital Region (capital R) is a Federal dis 
trict set apart for the Nation’s Capital within the District of Columbia. National 
Capital region (small “r’’) is but a politically conjured violation of the guaran- 
teed constitutional “right of property.” 

A Federal transportation corporation, within the District of Columbia, ex- 
tending beyond its legal coterminous boundary is unconstitutional usurpation 
of State and loeal rights. District-adjacent States are unamenable to State 
and local right forfeiture expense for a District of Columbia rapid transit sys- 
tem. Basically, the transit situation is not a Washington (Federal authority) 
problem, but one of the District of Columbia. 

Citizens throughout the land, as tourists, are cordially invited to visit Wash- 
ington, the Nation’s Capital. They are not invited to visit the District of 
Columbia. Upon arrival to the Nation’s Capital, tourists are latently guided to 
park their cars out of town and sightsee by bus or streetcar. This latent guidance 
is brought about by the District’s street layout, the innumerable street signs, 
and inadequate parking facilities. Admittedly, traffie does become jammed 
in various sectors of the District of Columbia. The jamming is relatively simple 
to understand; the majority of those jamming traffic are seeking parking 
facilities. 

Meters, “No Parking,” “No Standing,” time-limit parking, “Loading Zones,” 
and “Entrance” signs—the District of Columbia’s contributions to traffie jam- 
ming—are monetarily beneficial to the District's transit system. The innumer- 
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able signs take away parking facilities and create bottlenecks; their copiousness 
ereate confusion and clutter the streets. The innumerable traffic signs discour- 
age parking and with mercenary silence promote bus or streetcar riding. 

The simplest way to alleviate traffic jamming is to remove congestive causes— 
the signs that create inadequate parking space. Why not give the streets back 
to the people? Do the streets belong to private enterprise—a transit company, 
hotels, or department stores? Meters, “No Parking,” “No Standing,” “Loading 
Zone,” and “Entrance” signs should be removed and parking on streets in the 
District of Columbia should be permitted. Trucks should be restricted to after- 
hour loading and unloading. Assuredly, the signs removal would express an 
air of freedom and enhance the Nation’s Capital, Washington. 

A transit bill to alter the legal shape of Washington or District of Columbia ig 
both unethical and unconstitutional. Proponents advocate adjacent counties 
of Virginia and Maryland as Metropolitan Washington. For clarification of 
fact, there is no Metropolitan Washington. A Metropolitan District of Colum- 
bia, yes; but Metropolitan Washington, no. Washington is the Federal authority 
and is not a metropolis. The considered bill, exacting exorbitant Federal ex- 
penditures, does not provide the Nation’s Capital (Washington) with a rapid 
transit system, but provides the District of Columbia a multi-million-dollar 
transit network. 

Toronto has been mentioned editorially as an example of building projects, 
That’s Toronto, and that’s in Canada. Toronto’s comparative projects of apart- 
ments, office buildings, and commercial centers for outlying areas simply evi- 
dences the District's proposed projects will rape Virginia and Maryland suburbia 
of their respective constitutional, State and local rights. American policies are 
not formulated by actions in Toronto or Timbuktu. The suburbia building 
program is a District of Columbia monopoly fostered by the Congress, prodded 
by high-pressure groups of the District. The identical program pattern, again 
and again, clearly illustrates monopolistic trends. 

The Budget Bureau, drafting the transit bill, is grossly erroneous in the 
expressed terminology of the bill. The transportation system is not for the 
Nation’s Capital or National Capital region. This elaborate expensive and 
expansive program is initially for the District of Columbia. High-pressure 
groups of the District of Columbia inevitably attach “National Capital” to every 
District or nearby Virginia or Maryland project to gain Federal authority and 
financing. 

The Federal Corporavion is but authoritative license to ensare nearby suburbia 
constitutionally and financially. The Agency definitely would upset local land- 
use policies with unpalatable powers of condemnation. Condemnation is very 
antithetic in relation to itself, as it condemns that which we also revere. Witha 
Federal Corporation, transit labor will be Federal Government controlled and 
supervised; union policies would be dissolved. Such policies will be initiated 
as deemed necessary by Federal authority. 

A permanent Federal Corporation would be under constant criticism of being 
in the bus and streetcar business. A temporary Federal transit planning 
Agency, obviously would be shortlived. Just long enough to receive Federal 
authority to wrest property rights from adjacent local governments. The con- 
version of the temporary Federal transit planning agency to a local regional 
authority, with the devious conversion method, would cause—in all probability— 
the Federal power of condemnation to revert to the largest transit company 
existing in the District of Columbia. 

The transportation bill, with its Federal authority importance, would be the 
“foot-in-the-door” to envelop vast areas under a conjured Metropolitan Washing- 
ton region. This Metropolitan Washington tool is but a monopolistic juggernaut 
utilized to destroy true principles of democracy—the democratic principles of 
State and local rights. 

With the automotive era, more and more cars are built each year and expansive 
expressway webs are built to facilitate these perennial vehicular increases. 
Since luxuriant expressways encourage car travel; it is irrational premedita- 
tion to presuppose citizens of the United States will revert to the chariot. Nor 
will the affluent society forsake their family car for a crowded, smoky, rattling, 
subterranean coaster ride or a lumbering nostalgic ride in a bus. 

Understandably, Arlington County would endorse a transit bill. Arlington, 
originally, a segment of the District of Columbia should be returned to the Fed- 
eral District. No doubt, several or many District organizations and individuals 
may profitably endorse the bill. Those who are apt to gain will endorse irre 
spective of the repercussions to those who are to lose. 
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The District of Columbia has a transit network worth $265 million to gain, 
with probable additional Federal expenditure—proposed as an amendment to the 
pill—for relocating existing facilities. 

The District Public Utilities Commission endorsing the bill is likewise under- 
standable. The Commission’s proposal to amend the bill to elevate District 
Commissioners to Maryland and Virginia Governors’ level clearly evidences 
District annexive intents. The District desirous of State and local government 
land-use dictation is indicative of annexive intents. The amendment would 
grant the District Commissioners an authority not inherent to local jurisdic- 
tion authorities. 

The District Public Utilities Commission, requesting deletion of mandatory 
public hearings and an unrestrained commission on transit affairs, proposes a 
tvrannical Commission. A revised Commission would have an absolute author- 
ity over existing transit companies. 

The existing transit companies’ anxietude to preserve their operations integrity 
is conceivable. There are no assurances existing transit companies will play 
any significant role in new transportation programs. It seems inevitable the 
transportation network eventually will be transferred to one transit company— 
probably the largest in the area—thereby, concluding a cycle of monopoly. 

The transportation bill losers would be nearby local governments, who would 
be federally divested of constitutional rights, raped of land-use rights, and 
duressed financially to support a District of Columbia transit program. 

The Citizens’ League of Prince Georges County; the Accokeek Citizens’ Asso- 
ciation; the Intercommunity Council of Southern Maryland wishes to go on 
record unalterably opposed to Senate bill 3193 and its companion bill H.R. 
11135; “a bill to aid in the development of a unified and integrated system 
of transportation for the National Capital region; to create a temporary Na- 
tional Capital Transportation Agency; to authorize creation of a National 
Capital Transportation Corporation; to authorize negotiation to create an inter- 
state transportation agency ; and for other purposes.” 


A.C.O,. ASSOCIATION, 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
Washington, D.C., April 12, 1960. 
Senator ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, U.S. Senate, Committee on the District of Columbia, Senate Office 
Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR BIBLE: In reference to your letter of April 8, 1960, on bill S. 
3193, 86th Congress, in the Senate of the United States on March 14, 1960. I am 
honored to be asked for my opinion concerning this matter. I have read the bill 
§. 3193 and am of the opinion your committee has done a good and magnificent 
job and I believe the creation of this National Capital Agency is a necessity (title 
Ill). The National Capital Transportation Corporation is also a necessity. 
Section 301 on or after July 1, 1963, is a benefit to Maryland, Virginia, and the 
District of Columbia. I also approve (title IV) authorization for negotiation 
of interstate compact (interstate proprietary agency) and I think it should be 
put in effect, therefore I agree bill S. 3193 is a good move forward in solving the 
transportation needs of the District of Columbia. 

But I must hold to my ground that we may spend millions of dollars foolishly 
and not accomplish the very thing we must do. As I testified to the House Com- 
mittee (Congressman Teague, Committee on Problems of the District of Columbia, 
1957), the taxi industry of the District of Columbia is in a chaotie condition, and I 
suggested plans and recommendations for a taxi committee for the District of 
Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia. I also furnished your committee (Senator 
Bible, Committee on Mass Transportation, 1959) a copy of my suggested changes 
and I also recommended a committee for Maryland, Virginia, and the District of 
Columbia, for the taxi industry. You will find a copy attached to this statement. 
(Nore.—To whom it may concern) dated March &, 1959 No. 9, “Get the rider off 
the appropriation bill so companies and drivers can discuss and enforce any and 
all legislation for the type of rate method found best by companies, drivers, 
PUC, or Commissioners.” 

Another suggestion, No. 10, “a taxi committee to control any and all rates and 
rules, or mileage rates.” Also, No. 11, a reciprocal agreement with Prince 
Georges County so that District of Columbia cabs can take pickup (passengers) 
back to the District of Columbia, grant Prince Georges County same privileges 
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from the District of Columbia to Maryland. All metropolitan area meters and 
rates to be the same.” 

A bill has been introduced by Congressman Hammond to kill rider on District 
of Columbia appropriation bill H.R. 10233, 86th Congress, 2d session, page 
34, section 8; bill H.R. 7493, 86th Congress, 1st session. This bill would give 
10,000 drivers freedom of speech again. 

Sir, may I suggest these are necessary and important to metropolitan areg 
transit bill. The taxis of the District of Columbia (10,000 in number) moye 
masses of people quickly and effectively, and may I add that if the suggestions | 
have made are enacted or included in bill 3193, it is my opinion and the opinion of 
ACO (Associated Cab Operators) Association that the taxi industry could and 
would move twice as many as they now do. 

May I explain why I think millions may be wasted in the way the District of 
Columbia is laid out (the Potomac River borders approximately 40 percent of 
the District of Columbia). Extra tunnels, bridges, roadways, or monorails are 
expensive and since we already have 10,000 cabs at little cost to the taxpayer, why 
not use them? I believe if cabs are governed properly, each driver could get, as 
income, a fair return for his services. My belief is that each driver in the taxi 
industry could and would serve more people than subways or monorails. 

I am not against subways but may I suggest Congress should, for 1 year, try 
this mode of transportation: Let all railroads that have rails already installed 
and locomotives and cars to serve the District of Columbia, Maryland, and Vir- 
ginia, experiment and see to what extent the public will patronize this subway 
system; use Maryland, Virginia and capital transit business to Silver Spring, 
Mount Rainier, Fairfax, Laurel, and any or all cities and communities near the 
District of C olumbia, to connect with subways whose destination is Union Station, 
then use cabs, now on District of Columbia streets, from Union Station to down- 
town destination. May I suggest that Congress, after 1 year’s experiment, could 
make a better and more accurate diagnosis of the problem. 

May I also suggest that the attached recommendation for meters be enacted 
in full as an amendment to bill S. 5195. 

Senator Wayne Morse, Commissioner McLaughlin, Chairman Hayes of the 
Public Utilities Commission, Senator Joseph Clark of Pennsylvania has suggested 
approval of my suggestions. 

Sir, attached you will find a letter addressed to Senator Wayne Morse, March 
25, 1959, “To Whom It May Concern,” published in the Star newspaper Novem- 
ber 16, 1959, under “Traffic proposals,’ also copies of suggested program for 
taxi industry for both meters and smaller zones (2 pages) plus statement of 
Commissioner McLaughlin published February 12, 1960, titled “McLaughlin Still 
Favors Taximeters,” also comparison of proposed meters and zone rates in 1957. 
Also a letter of November 12, 1959, “To Whom It May Concern,” sent to your 
committee, November 14, 1959. 

ACO Association now has seven cab companies signed to support ACO As- 
sociation. ACO is young, only 6 months old, but I have faith in ACO and all 
members and companies backing ACO Association. 

I hope my views and suggestions are in accord with yours and those of your 
committee. If I can be of further service please let me know. 

Cordially, 
Josepn S. THOMASON, President. 


Vice Chairman McMiutian. Mr. G. M. Koockogey. It seems to 
me you always get the tail end. Every time I have held a hearing 
you are always the last man; I am sorry I had to keep you the whole 
day. 


STATEMENT OF G. M. KOOCKOGEY, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE TO 
KEEP THE STREETCARS 


Mr. Koocxocry. I hope it is last but not least. 

The name is G. M. Koockogey, chairman of the Committee To 
Keep the Streetcars. 

I won't attempt to read this but it is mostly to call the attention of 
the committee to the astronomical figures that have been offered here, 
£500 million for a transit system and nearly $2 billion for a highway 
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system, and neither one of them, neither amount is necessary if we 
are going to have them both. 

If we had the transit system we won’t need very much of that 
highway system but I am afraid the way this mass transportation 
survey was planned and if they follow that, we will get the highways 
and then everything—the money will be gone and there won't be any 
left for any transit system. 

So I wanted to call the attention of the committee to that fact. 
I saw in the quest ions vesterday that = committee is trying to put 
some commonsense into this thing. So I hope they would continue. 
I want to encourage them. 

[ want to say for the benefit of the Virginia Congressman that all 
these bridges being built have no provision for rail transit to use them. 

That isa fact that was brought out by the Citizens Transit Improve- 
ment Association, and apparently it is overlooked entirely in this mass 
transport ation survey. 

So if you ever get a rail transit. system over there you will have to 
build some more bridges or havea tunnel. 

Another poit about the mass transit surve y, In the time it took to 
make it, © great change has taken place 1 1 downtown Washington. 
Since 1956, L would say that there has oun an immense deve ‘lopme nt 
along K Street, | Street, IH Street, and the cross streets—in that 
neighborhood—in immense size buildings and there will be tens of 
thousands of workers tn those buildings, even more probably than 
will be in the Government buildings where most of our transportation 
is directed, so that there needs to be some revision in this mass trans- 
portion survey before you gentlemen take it as gospel. 

[hope you will see to it th: it that is done. 

Thank you. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF G. M. KoocKoOGEY, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE To KEEP THE 
STREETCARS 


I have been giving some attention to transit problems during the past 5 years 
and I want to call attention to some things that may be overlooked. 

From your questions I can see that you gentlemen are trying to inject a little 
commonsense into this matter. Perhaps I can help. I noted that you raised 
a collective eyebrow when the matter of $600 million was mentioned as the 
cost of this prospective rapid transit system, and you raised the other eyebrow 
when nearly $2 billion was just as casually tossed off as the cost of the highway 
system to go with it. 

You gentlemen know only too well what an infinitesimal chance there is of 
getting past an Appropriations Committee with such requests, but does that 
worry the planners? 

This expensive transit system that they propose will never be built at all if 
they get their highways built first. Your staff can ascertain that this survey 
started out under a Mr. Hoover as a plan for a system of freeways and buses 
entirely. Originally it was to have provided 26 arterial highways to get subur- 
banites in and out of the District speedily. 

The 33 miles of rapid transit was superimposed upon the plans after we began 
our campaign to keep the streetcars as a nucleus for a rapid transit system. 
They still held out for 99 miles of express bus lines, when in reality the propor- 
tions ought to be reversed. 

They have no plans for any rapid transit facilities for Prince Georges County, 
Md., or for Arlington and Fairfax Counties in Virginia. And let me inform the 
Virginia members of this committee that none of the bridges being built have 
provision for rail transit to use them. 
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If these transit lines are ever built they will have to charge fares as astro- 
nomical as the costs of construction, and how will they ever entice people to leave 
their autos at home if the fares are prohibitive? This seems to me the kind of 
plain old-fashioned commonsense that this committee wants to hear. 

At previous hearings of this committee plans were proposed for an immediate 
start on a rapid transit system that would utilize as much as possible of existing 
equipment and trackage. I am sorry that more attention was not paid to these 
plans. A lot of sabotage has taken place since January 3, but there is still time 
for this committee to have its staff look into these plans. At least they could 
be started right away and their cost per mile would be only 10 percent of the 
proposed subways in the mass transportation survey. And they are working in 
other cities. 

In closing I want to ask the committee again not to consider this ponderous 
mass transit survey as gospel. Much change has taken place since it was started. 
For instance, many buildings have been erected and are still going up along 
the line of K, I, and H Streets, and intersecting streets between 16th and 224, 
that were not even on the drawing board in 1956. 

These buildings will house tens of thousands of workers and the survey will 
have to be revised to make some provision for them. 


Vice Chairman McMitian. Thank you very much. 

Are there any other witnesses who care to submit a statement or 
make a statement 4 

( Additional documents received by the committee follow :) 


HOousSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., May 9, 1960. 
Re 8S. 3193, to enact the National Capital Transportation Act of 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR BIBLE: At the outset, I wish to thank you and the members of 
the joint committee for the privilege of participating in the hearing held May 5 
and 6, 1960, on 8S. 3198. I am taking this means to indicate my views of the 
proposals contained in 8. 3193. 

I support S. 3193 as modified by the recommendations set forth in Resolution 
4—-1616, adopted by the County Council for Montgomery County, Md., on May 8, 
1960. The resolution was presented to the committee by the Honorable David 
L. Cahoon, member of the council. 

The resolution emphasizes the importance of approval by the State Governors 
of the transportation development program and revisions thereof provided by 
section 204(b) (5) and (¢). 

The basis for this recommendation is sound. It grants continuing and justified 
recognition to the sovereignty of the two States and their local subdivisions. 
Unless such is done, it is conceivable that serious practical and grave consti- 
tutional problems may arise to plague solution of the pressing metro transporta- 
tion problem. 

Ultimate and final solution from every standpoint rests, in my judgment, with 
establishment of an interstate proprietary agency as provided by title IV. Such 
an agency, created by the States of Virginia and Maryland and assented to by 
the Federal Government, would be based firmly on article I, section 10, clause 3, 
of the Federal Constitution. No dispute on the ground of State sovereignty 
could arise after State action and Federal approval. Problems of State taxa- 
tion of agency property and revenue could be resolved in the compact. More- 
over, the compact proprietary agency would be a natural and logical development 
of the compact regulatory agency now awaiting approval by the &6th Congress. 
For these reasons, it is my suggestion that the joint committee in its report give 
precedence and emphasize strongly its preference for the compact proprietary 
agency over the Federal corporation as a successor to the temporary National 
Capital Transportation Agency. 

Section 102, “Declaration of Policy and Purpose, 


” 


sets forth, in part, as follows: 


“* * * The Congress, therefore, declares that it is the continuing policy and 
responsibility of the Federal Government, in cooperation with the State and 
local governments of the National Capital region, to make full use of private 
enterprise wherever appr priate for the transportation of persons in the region; 
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to administer this Act so as to recognize and preserve the advantages of both 
private and public contributions to the development of Such transportation ; to 
promote safe, adequate, economical, and efficient service within the region with- 
out unjust discriminations, undue preferences or advantages, all to the end of 
developing a unified and integrated system of transportation of persons in the 
National Capital region * * *.” 

S. 3193 specifically recognizes the rights of private enterprise in section 
904(b) (4) ; section 205(a) (2), (8), (4), (5); and section 304(6). Such recog- 
nition is necessary and proper. The spirit of the declaration of policy encom- 
passes, as well, express recognition of the rights of the employees of private 
enterprise. Such recognition is implicit in the language “to administer this 
Act so as to recognize and preserve the advantages of both private and public 
contributions” and “to promote safe, adequate, economical, and efficient service 
within the region.”” Such worthwhile objectives can only be attained by recog- 
nizing the essential contribution and imperative role of the employees of private 
enterprise, the compact propriatary agency, or the Federal corporation. It is 
not too early, in fashioning the final words of S. 3193, to give express recogni- 
tion of these employee rights. Accordingly, the recommendations presented to 
the joint committee by employee representatives merit not only serious study by 
the committee members, which will be given, but also incorporation in the final 
draft. Questionable provisions can be worked out through congressional debate 
put should not be ignored. 

The chairman and members of the joint committee deserve to be complimented 
on the expeditious and fair conduct of the hearing. 

Respectfully, 
JOHN R. Fotey, Member of Congress. 


GEORGETOWN CITIZENS ASSOCIATION, 
May 30, 1960. 
Re Senate bill 3193, unified and integrated system of transportation for the 
metropolitan area. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on the Metropolitan Area Problems, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BIBLE: At the meeting on May 23 last, this association went 
on record as being in general agreement with the provisions of the above legisla- 
tion except insofar as it fails to appoint the District of Columbia government as 
the principal agent for prosecution of the plan. 

This association is of opinion that the District of Columbia should be given 
power and authority to act for the people of the District of Columbia and pro- 
tect their interests in any integrated and unified transportation system for the 
metropolitan area to the same extent and degree they have been given such 
power and authority under the proposed legislation for a sewer interceptor sys- 
tem for the Dulles International Airport. (See 8. 3517 and H.R. 12063 and H.R. 
12073. ) 

The association trusts you will see fit to 
legislation in line with the above proposals. 

Sincerely yours, 


‘ause amendment of the pending 


Miss Evizasern R. Youne, President. 


CITIZENS TRANSIT IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, 


Washington, D.C., May 3, 1960. 
Senator ALAN BIBLE, 


Chairman, Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, 
Old Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
Deak SENATOR Brs_e: We are pleased to submit, in the enclosed comment, the 


amendments to S. 3193 and H.R. 11135 recommended by the Citizens Transit 
Improvement Association. 


We respectfully urge the joint committee to place greatest emphasis on the 
construction of electric railway rapid transit facilities, because they offer the 
55286—60 16 
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most promising means of rescuing the Washington metropolitan region from 
disorderly growth, and the District of Columbia from transportation strangula- 
tion. The Nation’s Capital deserves transportation facilities and service that 
are worthy of the dignity and beauty that the Founding Fathers intended 
Washington to have and which it did have until the official planning agencies 
and the District of Columbia government decided that cities were built for 
automobiles rather than people. 

As a means of facilitating and minimizing the cost of transportation develop- 
ment, we also urge you to authorize the proposed National Capital Transporta- 
tion Agency to purchase or lease existing mass transit facilities. If this is 
politically impossible, then restrict that power to acquistion of the electric 
railway facilities of D.C. Transit System, Inc. 

We eall attention to our civil defense recommendations on page 6 of the 
enclosure. 

If the committee or its staff wishes additional information, we shall be most 
happy to furnish it. 

Cordially yours, 
HILLIARD H. GOODMAN, 
Executive Vice President. 


CITIZENS TRANSIT IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION—RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS 19 
S$. 3193, THE NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1960 

Page 2, lines 2 and 3 (recommended substitute language) : 

“Sec. 102. The Congress finds that the improvement of mass transit—pri- 
inarily through the development of electric railway rapid transit—for the 
National Capital region * * *.” 

(As presently worded, the first sentence uses the words “transportation 
system”. The use of the term, to include private transportation, would tend 
to perpetuate the misuse of that term, which was initiated by the National 
Capital Planning Commission and the Planning Council. We = respectfully 
submit that a transportation system consists of a fare-charging organization, 
under a single management, operating common carrier transportation over 
established routes and under established schedules, through paid operators 
and/or drivers. The term would not properly include highway networks unless 
they were used exclusively for common Carrier transportation. ) 

Page 3, after line 15, add: “if the Compact Agency is established before 
July 1, 1963.” 

Page 5, line 2: delete “$20,000”, and substitute “$25,000”. 

Page 5, line 20: After the word “equipment,” delete the next two words and 
add: “Components and accessories (including tires) therefore, petroleum, coal, 
electric energy, paving materials, railroad rails, railroad ties, concrete rein- 
forcing bars, or equipment used in highway and railway construction, or en- 
gaged in performing engineering or other consulting work in connection with 
urban or regional planning or renewal in the National Capital region; or en- 
gaged in the purchase, sale, rental, or appraisal of real estate in the National 
Capital region; or engaged in the design or construction of buildings in the 
National Capital region.” 

(We further recommend that this language be incorporated in the restrictions 
imposed on the Administrator and Deputy Administrator of the National Capi- 
tal Transportation Corporation, and that the same restrictions also apply if an 
interstate proprietary agency should replace the said Corporation.) 

Page 6, line 5: Delete “ninety” and substitute “thirty.” 

Page 9, line 6: Add after “President”, “The Agency shall not be obliged, how- 
ever, to implement the recommendations of the Transportation Plan National 
Capital Region: The Mass Transportation Survey Report, 1959.” 

Page 10, line 13: After “thereof” add, “concerning those portions of the said 
property, rights-of-way, or facilities as are proposed to be located within his 
State.” 

(As presently written, S. 3193 seems to enable the Governors to approve or 
disapprove the transportation development program as a whole. For this rea- 
son, we recommend the additional language shown above.) 

Page 11, line 2: After “agency” add, “The Agency shall give priority to the 
construction of subways in downtown Washington whether or not their aline 
ments parallel routes or segments of routes of existing surface transit lines.” 

(We believe that the need for downtown subways has been obvious for years. 
and that the Agency should be given a congressional mandate to give subways 
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priority. We further believe that privately owned transit companies should 
have the opportunity of negotiating leases with the Agency.) 

Page 11. Delete the following portions: Lines 14 (beginning with “The 
Agency”) through line 22. 

(We believe that it would be appropriate for the Agency to contribute to 
the cost of driveways at rapid transit stations, but we have misgivings about 
authorizing the Agency to build even limited amounts of highways. A dis- 
proportionate share of public funds already goes to highways.) 

Page 12: Delete lines 4 through 8. 

(Instead of being prevented from acquiring property of private transit com- 
panies, the Agency should be specifically authorized to do so. Generally, when 
other urban or mtropolitan areas have established transit authorities, boards, or 
districts, or municipal transportation departments, they have purchased the 
facilities of private street railway corporations or transit companies before buy- 
ing brandnew facilities from manufacturers, and before engaging in new con- 
struction. Authority to purchase existing facilities, and to lease them—to- 
vether with leasing facilities to be manufactured or constructed in the future— 
to privately owned transit companies offers the prospect of multimillion-dollar 
savings, greater efficiency, and greater integration and coordination of the use 
of present and future rolling stock and supporting facilities. 

(The private transit companies should not object to selling their physical assets 
at a fair price—especially, if they can negotiate leaseback contracts that are 
fair to the Agency, the public, and the present owners of the assets. 

(The Agency, of course, should be authorized to operate facilities purchased 
from transit companies if the latter are willing to lease them back, or if the 
parties involved cannot agree on terms of proposed leases). 

Page 12: Delete lines 17 through 20 (through “region”. ) 

(The sheltering of relatively inefficient carriers and forms of transportation 
by the Interstate Coinmerce Commission is one of the causes of high transporta- 
tion costs, and of the failure of transportation assignments to be allocated on 
the basis of technical superiority and economic advantages inherent in each type 
of transport, depending on the particular transportation assignment involved. 
We strongly believe that the Agency, and its successors, and its lessees, if any, 
shonld not be handicapped by compelling them to avoid underpricing transit 
systems having inferior resources, and offering less attractive, less convenient, 
less dependable, and slower service. 

(In order to obtain costly capital improvement, and yet attract the levels of 
patronage necessary to justify frequent service and intensive utilization of 
facilities, it will be necessary to recognize that these improvements benefit the 
Federal Government and the National Capital region as a whole, and that 
revenues collected through the fare box should not be required to pay the full 
cost of both the investment and the service. The enhancement of real estate 
tax collections, following rail rapid transit construction, if no other benefit 
occurred, would justify fares that were not high enough to cover full costs, 
However, it is possible that fares would cover full costs even in the absence of 
compulsion. ) 

Page 14, line 13. Following “transit vehicle’, add: “track, power transmis- 
sion and collection, signal, railway bridge or viaduct, railway tunnel or subway, 
and station research and development, and like work on transporting passengers 
to and from boarding and alighting areas, on the promotion of safety, and on 
the purification of air within and outside of transit vehicles. It 
participate in fiscal research studies.” 

Page 14. Following line 16, add: “The Agency is directed to engage in re- 
search and development work concerning the civil defense role of mass trans- 
portation (common carrier) facilities, giving special emphasis to the potentiali- 
ties of large-scale evacuation of cities by railway transportation (by both transit 
systems and steam railroads), the role of underground electric substations in 
maintaining power in the event of air attack or other disaster, and the poten- 
tialities of subway stations as shelters and places of storage for food, water, 
and medical supplies, as well as first-aid stations. The Agency shall be eligible 
to receive funds out of civil defense appropriations for such research and develop- 
ment, and for the construction of subway stations and underground nowernlants 
and substations. The Agency shall cooperate with appropriate Federal, State, 
and local governmental agencies.” 

Page 15. Following line 24, add: “The Agency is authorized to connect its 
owned or leased facilities with those that already exist, or may be constructed 


may also 
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in the future, at the perimeter of the National Capital region. In the event 
that transportation development or operating agencies, authorities, corporations, 
boards, commissions, or districts be established adjacent to the National Capita] 
region, the Agency may, and it is hereby encouraged to, cooperate with such 
organization or organizations for operation of through service, and it may 
execute agreements for transfer privileges, joint fares, and the loan of personnel 
and the pooling of equipment on a compensated basis.” 

(We recommend that S. 3198 and H.R. 11135 be sufficiently flexible to enable 
the Agency to cooperate with other transport agencies in helping to cope with 
the problems that will become more pronounced as the Baltimore and Washington 
metropolitan areas gradually merge, and as other counties of Virginia and 
Maryland become parts of the Washington-Baltimore metropolitan complex. The 
added language would also facilitate cooperative and developmental arrange- 
ments with the steam railroads. (Some commuters live as far away as 
Martinsburg, W. Va., incidentally.) The controlled-land-use programs of the 
metropolitan complex can be more comprehensive and effective if the recom- 
mended language is adopted.) 

Page 16. After line 20, add: “The Agency shall hold public hearings on, but 
not limited to, the adequacy of servjce, reasonableness of fares, and for the 
purpose of receiving recommendations on transit planning, location, construc- 
tion, and development, and on coordination with other planning, development, 
and redevelopment activities whether or not the activities with which coordina- 
tion is sought are being conducted by governmental agencies.” 

“The Agency shall publish monthly statistical reports in the same detail that 
was contained in the monthly financial and statistical statements prepared by 
the D.C. Transit System (until they were made less detailed in May 1957). 
The Agency shall publish quarterly reports, giving statements on the progress 
of planning, construction, and financing of rapid transit and other facilities, 
The Agency shall publish an annual report, furnishing financial and other 
statistics in the detail supplied by D.C. Transit System prior to May 1957, 
In addition, the annual report will contain data on the profitability of individual 
routes, if practicable. Such reports shall also contain information regarding 
changes in real estate tax asSessments in areas conveniently served by rapid 
transit lines.” 

Page 18, line 18 : $40,000. 

Page 18, line 23: $25,000. 

Page 20, line 10, after “equipment”, add: (the same additional restrictions 
as imposed on the Administrator and the Deputy Administrator of the pre 
decessor Agency). 

Page 23, line 9 through page 24, line 1 (through ‘‘nondiscriminatory”) should 
be deleted in our opinion. The mandate that the Corporation’s charges be high 
enough to cover depreciation in addition to all other costs and expenses could 
result in underutilization of facilities owing to high fares. Under conditions 
of light-volume rapid transit, efficient management, maximum cooperation from 
governmental agencies, and properly trained and supervised Corporation per- 
sonnel, the fare box could meet the full cost of providing and operating mass 
transportation. However, we do not know whether the Corporation will own 
any light-volume rapid transit facilities, or whether all of the other necessary 
conditions will exist. Moreover, we do not know what kinds of leases, if any, 
the Corporation will execute with private companies, and whether, for example, 
the Corporation will want to indirectly subsidize these companies in order 
to promote high-level patronage through low fares. Consequently, we urge that 
the Corporation be allowed the added flexibility that would be afforded by not 
compelling it to set fares that would cover full cost. 

Page 24. Following line 20, add: “The Corporation is authorized to lease, 
purchase, or receive as a gift, tracks, subways, and elevated structures which 
may have been built, or may be built, by other governmental agencies or 
departments, or by transportation companies, and in the same manner, the 
Corporation may acquire rights-of-way for electric railway rapid transit con- 
struction. The Corporation may operate, or it may lease, or sublease, any 
or all of the foregoing facilities to privately owned transportation companies.” 

“The government of the District of Columbia is hereby authorized to construct 
electric railway rapid transit facilities, within the District of Columbia, for the 
use of the Corporation or a private transportation company or companies, and 
it may lease them at a flat annual rental equivalent to an amount less than 
the annual depreciation charge against such facilities.” 
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METROPOLITAN PLANNING ASSOCIATES, TRANSIT CONSULTANTS, 


Washington, D.C., May 3, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 


Chairman, Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Sir: Your invitation for Metropolitan Planning Associates to present its views 
on the National Capital Transportation Act bills (S. 3193 and H.R. 11135) is very 
much appreciated. However, inasmuch as we realize that you will want to con- 
duct the hearings on these bills as quickly as possible, and because we do not 
anticipate that members of the committee will want to ask questions about our 
views, We are not seeking to testify before the hearings of May 5 and 6. Instead, 
our views and comments are contained in this letter which we hope that you will 
include in the record of the hearings. 

Although it may seem contrary to testimony at previous hearings in which 
Metropolitan Planning Associates went on record in favor of private enterprise 
development of rapid transit, we endorse the National Capital Transportation 
Act of 1960 with relatively minor reservations as detailed below. Our principal 
aim, after all, has been to have rapid transit developed as soon as possible. We 
felt, in this regard, that the present transit operators—particularly the D.C. 
Transit System—being enfranchised to operate in the area now, could make 
agreements with the three political jurisdictions to equip and operate facilities 
and structures which the governments might construct and lease to the transit 
operators. ‘There would, therefore, be no delay inherent to the creation of an 
interstate agency capable of constructing and operating rapid transit lines in 
the tri-State area. However, we have been forced to alter our viewpoint because 
of two factors; one negative, the other positive. The D.C. Transit System, it is 
believed, has failed to provide good transit service and to promote a practical 
program for development of rapid transit. The Bureau of the Budget, on the 
other hand, has put forth recommendations—in the form of the legislation now 
under consideration—that would nullify the claims of the mass transportation 
survey that the area must surge ahead with an accelerated highway construc- 
tion program because it would take too long to organize a public authority to 
develop rapid transit. 

It is believed that the following recommended changes to the present language 
of the bills S. 31938 and H.R. 11135 (which are identical) must be made in order 
to enable the accomplishment of their intent: 

1. Page 4, line 4: Add “, Frederick, Howard, Anne Arundel, Calvert, Charles, 
Saint Marys” between “* * * Columbia, Montgomery” and “and Prince Georges 
Counties * * *” 

2. Page 4, line 5: Add “Fauquier, Stafford” between “* * * Arlington, Fair- 
fax, Loudoun,” and ‘and Prince * * *” 

The purpose behind Comments 1 and 2 is to expand the definition of the “Na- 
tional Capital region” as it applies to this act in order that the Agency (and sub- 
sequently the Corporation and/or the interstate proprietary agency) can aid 
the development of railroad commuter services. According to the ‘Analysis of 
Commuter Service on Railroads and Inter-City Busses [sic] Serving the Wash- 
ington National Capitol [sic] Region,’ prepared by Burton H. Sexton, traffic 
and transportation consultant, for the mass transportation survey, principal com- 
muter origins are Baltimore, Gainesville-Manassas, and Annapolis; and com- 
muter railroad lines and bus routes extend to Brunswick, Baltimore, Patuxent, 
Annapolis, and Frederick, Md., and to Fredericksburg, Leesburg, Warrenton, and 
Front Royal, Va. (Baltimore—itself being a metropolitan center—cannot be 
logically included into the National Capital transportation region even though 
it yields the greatest number of commuters for the Washington employment 
area.) The area should also extend to Dulles and Friendship International 
Airports which, though not now enjoying high-speed access transportation, must 
be considered in future programs for provision of such transportation. 

3. Page 6, line 3: Delete period after “* * * region” and add “, and at least 
one each of whom shall be residents of the District of Columbia, Maryland, and 
Virginia for a period of not less than 5 years prior to the passage of this act; 
but that such members cannot be or have been appointed or employed members 
of any planning, zoning, or transportation-study agency or commission, or gov- 
erning or regulatory body within the National Capital region.” This provision, 
if added, would assure that the members of the advisory board would be in- 
dividuals having familiarity with and concern for the National Capital region 
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who could uninhibitedly deal with the various planning, zoning, regulatory, and 
other governing bodies in the region without having to support previous commit- 
ments, preconceived notions, ete. It would also assure that the Board would not 
be composed in the rigged fashion as were the various agencies that directed 
the mass transportation survey. (Please refer to footnotes 20 on p. 921, 24 on 
p. 924, and 26 on p. 925 of the “Transportation Plan for the National Capital 
Region,” record of the hearings before the Joint Committee during November 9 
through 14, 1959, for brief reminders of the reason that Metropolitan Planning 
Associates believes that the above stipulations are necessary. ) 

4. Page 6, line 5: Replace “ninety” with “thirty.”” During the 3-year dura- 
tion of the Agency, a 90-day interval would require only a dozen meetings. Cer- 
tainly, the problems are important enough to warrant the minimum of 36 meet- 
ings during this early development period that would be required by the change 
to a 30-day interval. 

5. Page 6, line 8: Add “loeution,” between “* * * acquisition, design,” and 
“and construction of * * * .” The location of rapid transit lines, it is believed, 
is one of the more important items on which the board should be able to guide 
the Administrator—one of the items for which they would be well qualified if 
the changes recommended in comment 3, above, were adopted; inasmuch as if 
would be reasonable to anticipate that the Administrator, his assistant, and his 
civil service staff might not be persons having resided in or having familiarity 
with the National Capital region. 

G. Page 9, line 12: Add “, Frederick, Howard, Anne Arundel, Calvert, Charles, 
Saint Marys” between ‘“‘* * * Montgomery” and ‘‘and Prince Georges * * *” for 
the reasons cited for comments 1 and 2, above. 

7. Page 9, line 13: Add “Fauquier, Stafford,” between “* * * Arlington, Fair- 
fax, Loudoun,” and “and Prince William * * *” for the reasons cited for com- 
ments 1 and 2, above. 

& Page 10, line 12: Add “the portion falling within his State of” between 
“* * * approved” and “the Transit Development * * *.”) This stipulation is ree- 
ommended so that there would not be a legal loophole whereby the Governor of 
one of the States could hold up the entire program because of disagreement 
with a particular item. Under the recommended change, the Agency could pro- 
ceed with rapid transit development in District of Columbia and Virginia, for 
example, even if the Governor of Maryland had not yet approved the Maryland 
portion of the total program. 

9. Page 10, line 13: Add the following to this paragraph: “The Agency must 
conduct hearings on all portions of the transit development program and revi- 
sions thereto which deal with the District of Columbia: such hearings to be 
conducted during nonnormal hours of employment and after adequate posting of 
30 days’ notice and making available of free copies of the program to the general 
public. Conduct of hearings on portions of the program and revisions which 
deal with Maryland and Virginia is left to the discretion of the Governors of 
Maryland and Virginia, respectively. The Agency cannot act upon any portion 
of the program within Maryland or Virginia, respectively, until the Governors 
have certified to the Administrator of the Agency that public hearings have been 
held and a copy of the transcript of said hearings has been submitted together 
with the certification.” This will be recognized as an expansion of one of the 
provisions of the Interstate and Defense Highway System as monitored by the 
Secretary of Commerce. It is believed to be a necessary provision toward pre- 
venting the Agency or its program from becoming creatures against the aspira- 
tions of the public for their community. The public relations aspect of keeping 
the public informed of intended projects should not be underestimated. The 
fact that the Agency, with a limited staff and an urgent schedule, cannot possibly 
come up with all of the most perfect schemes for transit development or improve- 
ment must be recognized. The public hearings will enable the Agency to become 
acquainted with ideas that have been conceived by members of the general pub 
lic. In Boston, the pair of reports issued by the “Coolidge Commission” [“Re- 
port of the Metropolitan Transit Recess Commission,” The Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts, April 2, 1945 (Library of Congress Call Number HE4491.B72- 
1945); and “Report of the Metronolitan Transit Recess Commission,” The Com- 
monwealth of Massachusets, 1947 (lL. C. Call No, HE4491.B72.1947) | present 
an example of an ideal situation which could and should be imitated here: 
After exhaustive study by well-qualified individuals, the commission compiled a 
repert containing their final recommendations for a practical rapid transit net- 
work for the Boston metropolitan area. The Commission subsequently held 
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public he rings in each of the neighborhoods and communities to be served by 
the rapid transit lines. As a result of ideas brought to light by persons testify- 
ing before these hearings, the Commission conducted further studies of the 
public recommendations. Some, naturally, were subsequently rejected. Others 
were adopted and incorporated into the revised recommendations in the final 
report. Those that were adopted are definitely superior to the ¢ OMMASSLON S 
original plans; demonstrating the value of properly conducted public hearings. 
The satisfaction of the public in having participated, so to speak, in the develop- 
ment of the final recommendations cannot be measured, but surely it is one of 
the important aspects of selling rapid transit to its future users. a 

10. Page 11, line 8: Replace “otherwise” with “other legal manner”. 

11. Page 12, lines 4 through 8: This provision could cripple the ability of the 
Agency to be at all effective: it provides a loophole whereby the private transit 
companies might block the Agency’s plans. Metropolitan Planning Associates 
sympathizes with this effort to protect the investments of the private transit 
companies. However, the provision should be reworded : “Provided, Phat the 
Agency shall not acquire the facilities, property, rights-of-way, or vehicles of 
private transit companies and persons except when for the public convenience 
in order to carry out the purpose of the act: or operate buses or similar motor 
vehicles or make agreements for the provision of such service except when the 
private transit companies or persons, after adequate encouragement, fail to 
furnish such services. To qualify as a facility, property, right-of-way, or 
vehicle under this provision, said items must be in daily revenue use.” If this 
provision is changed as recommended, the Agency could acquire the tracks and 
rights-of-way of former street railway lines and the surplus streetcars for 
integration wherever useful into 2 rapid transit network. The Agency would 
also be able to provide feeder bus services which the present transit companies 
may decline to operate. 

12. Page 14, lines 3 and 4: Delete “including the Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transit Commission.” 

138. Page 14, line 18: Add “roadway and” between “* * * region, including 
transit’ and “vehicle research and * * *.” The ability to conduct research 
should be extended to include such items as track, roadbed, structures, power 
transmission and distribution systems, signals, and accessories. 

14. Page 15, between line 18 and 19: Add paragraph (13) enabling and 
directing the Agency to construct an experimental rapid transit line throughout 
which various construction methods would be employed and over which various 
operational procedures would be tried. As this experiment would be of value 
to transit operations throughout the Nation—remember that 23 of the Nation’s 
metropolitan areas cross State boundaries, so development of new materials 
and techniques in metropolitan transit is a Federal problem—it should be paid 
for by the Federal Government at no cost to the Agency, and would require a 
separate appropriation. An alinement should be selected by the Agency that 
will include segments of subway, elevated or similar structure, private right- 
of-way, and sharing of right-of-way or tracks with a railroad. (There are 
many possibilities in the urban portion of metropolitan Washington.) The 
merits of wood ties, steel ties. various designs of concrete ties ; various methods 
of trolley-wire suspension; and various signalling systems could be tested and 
compared on the line. Operationally, experiments could be conducted with 
automatic train operations, improved methods of fare collection, ete. Con- 
structionwise, the new “Milano method” of subway construction could be com- 
pared with conventional methods. 

15. Page 15, line 24: Add a statement authorizing the Agency to cooperate 
with whatever agency, commission, authority, or public corporation might be 
established for the development of rapid transit lines in the Baltimore metro- 
politan area. Looking to the not-too-distant future when the predicted mega- 
lopolis blends Washington and Baltimore into one super urban area: provision 
should be made for interconnecting electric railways or rapid transit lines. The 
early acquisition of utility-transport rights-of-way in the area between Wash- 
ington and Baltimore is a project in which the Agency and its successor 
corproation should participate. The act should at least enable such partici- 
pation. The Agency should also be empowered to pool rolling stock with the 
Baltimore agency for the through operation of trains from downtown Wash- 
ington to downtown Baltimore. 

16. Page 19, line 8: Same comment as comment 3, above. 

17. Page 19, line 10: Same comment at comment 4. nbove. 
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18. Page 19, line 13: Same comment as comment 25, above. 

19. Page 23, lines 22 and 23: Delete “Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Commission or other.” 

20. Page 25, line 19: Delete “as may be determined by the Corporation.” 

21. Section 205(a) should include a statement enabling the Agency to pur. 
chase rolling stock and to lease it to private transit companies and railroads, 
This empowerment is envisioned specifically to aid in the development of im- 
proved railroad commuter services, but should be broad enough to allow the 
Agency a wide latitude. 

22. If the present language of the bill is insufficient to allow such, a para- 
graph should be added to section 205(a) to enable the Agency to acquire—and 
if necessary, operate freight service upon—freight railroads. If, for example, 
the Agency were to purchase the Washington & Old Dominion Railroad, jt 
could develop it into a high-speed, grade-separated rapid transit line during 
construction of the Interstate Highway Route 66 which is to use this railroad’s 
alinement for much of the way through Arlington County; much in the same 
manner that the Chicago Transit Authority developed its West Side rapid 
transit line in conjunction with construction of the Federal-aid Congress Street 
Expressway. Although Federal highway funds cannot be used to provide 
rapid transit rights-of-way, grades, tracks, etc., they can be used to relocate 
existing public utilities, including fixed transit lines. This capability would 
Save the Agency a great amount of money, as the larger portion of the cost 
would actually—as in the Chicago case—-be borne by the Federal highway 
funds. (The rapid transit line now operating in the median strip of the 
Congress Street Expressway is not a new line, but is the relocation of q 
former elevated rapid transit line that was in the path of the highway.) 

Thank you very much for this opportunity to express our comments on the 
“National Capital Transportation Act of 1960.” The work of the Joint Com- 
mittee on Washington Metropolitan Problems toward providing better transpor- 
tation for the National Capital region is highly commendable. The members 
of the committee and the committee staff stand conspicuously alone in official 
efforts to improve the area’s transport facilities—and it is hoped that you will 
keep this significant fact in mind while hearing testimony by the officials of 


various levels of government who, according to newspaper accounts, will oppose 
the act or plea for more control (by them) of the Agency and Corporation. Re. 
member that these persons who desire the control so much are those who have 
done nothing toward improvement of transportation facilities or services—in 
fact, some have blocked transit improvements or have manipulated transit de. 
terioration. 

Very truly yours, 


XORDON J. THOMPSON, Executive Secretary. 


ALEXANDRIA, VA., May 3, 1960. 
Mr. FREDERICK GUTHEIM, 
Staff Director, Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, 
Old Senate Office Building. 


DEAR Sir: Rather than appearing in person before the committee at its May 
5 and 6 hearings I submit herewith the statement that I have prepared together 
with an outline of the proper principle for the basis of a transit system. I have 
earried this principle over into specific areas of Washington through direct 
application. 

I hope that this matter may prove of some value. 

Sincerely, 
FE. V. HAILMAN. 
STATEMENT OF E. V. HAILMAN 


My name is E. V. Hailman. I live at 11061%4 Madison Lane near Bailey's 
Cross Roads, in Fairfax County, Va., but my post office is Alexandria. 

I do not represent any group or organization of any kind. What I have to 
say is simply the statement of an individual citizen expressing his own opinion. 
Yet for that very reason, I am inclined to believe that what I have to say may 
approach more nearly to the consensus of a vast number of Joe Doakses than 
some statements of officials or specialists or spokesmen for various organizations. 

I am particularly interested in the kind of transportation system we of this 
Nation’s Capital City and its environs are going to have. And how long are 
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we going to have to wait for what we are going to get? Too, how much of a 
say is John Q. Public going to have in determining the kind of system that we 
will have? Particularly, the kind of transit system. For a very great many 
of us who make up the public are dependent on transit to get from where we 
are to where we want to go. 

The declaration of policy and purpose in section 102 states that Congress 
declares that it is the continuing policy and responsibility of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, in cooperation with the State and local governments of the National 
Capital region, to develop a unified and integrated system of transportation 
in the National Capital region. Certainly I heartily agree. And I approve the 
objective aimed at. 

To achieve this purpose section 201(a) establishes a National Capital Trans- 
portation Agency. I certainly hope that this part of the bill—title II—is enacted, 
and soon. Even if something prevents enactment of the whole bill, this Agency 
should be established and get to work at once. We need an improved trans- 
portation system now. 

Section 208(a) authorizes advisory and coordinating committees to obtain 
the maximum amount of cooperation and correlation of effort. And (hurrah) 
private persons and representatives of private organizations are to be mem- 
bers of these committees. They are to consider problems and make recommenda- 
tions to the Agency’s Administrator concerning its activities as they affect 
transit, traffic, and highway conditions, and other matters. Boy, oh boy. That’s 
fine. 

I am ever mindful that, in whatever guise it may be presented, John Q. 
Public always foots the bill. So I would like to see the old boy get somewhere 
near his money's worth. But this will never happen under the present procedure 
of scrapping existing facilities in favor of less efficient ones and of disregarding 
and completely ignoring the vast potential of other facilities capable of being 
fitted into and becoming an integral part of a real rapid transit system. Yet 
this seems to be the present policy. 

So I am glad to see that private persons are to be on these advisory and co- 
ordinating committees to offer their suggesttions and services. I am quite sure 
that great benefit can result from the operation of this provision. I hope that 
the Agency will make good use of it. I am not one who believes that all the 
worthwhile ideas emanate from specialists and experts. 

Section 204(a) requires the Agency to prepare a transit development pro- 
gram. Here is the key to the whole future of transit in this area. It is not 
only the key to the future of transit, but I would say that it is the key to the 
future of the entire region in just about every aspect of that future. In the 
preface to the transportation plan it is stated in bold letters, “Transportation 
is one of the most important influences.” And it certainly is—and in almost 
every direction. And transit comprises a major segment of transportation. 

This paragraph permits the Agency, in its transit development program, to 
make use of carriers and facilities of every kind. It goes into detail to make 
this clear. I think this is splendid. Certainly no restrictions should be placed 
on the Agency or its Administrator on the choice of implements. But, through 
no fault of the authors of this bill, these words—(I quote)—‘“surface, sub- 
surface, and elevated carriers, including bus and other motor vehicle carriers. 
rail carriers, waterborne carriers, air carriers, and other carriers’’—(end 
quote)—those words don’t mean exactly what they say. Why? Because, by 
previous legislation, all streetcars are required to be gone from Washington 
streets by August 1963. That is a provision in D.C. Transit’s franchise. So 
the Administrator is precluded, despite the all-inclusive wording of the bill, 
from using one particular type of surface rail carriers—streetcars. 

By the terms of this bill an agency is established, with its administrator 
authorized to make use of any type of carrier that he may find to be best suited 
to any specific purpose, and then he is forbidden, by the terms of previous 
legislation, to make use of the one carrier chiefly used heretofore. This bill 
designates a man to do a job, specifies what his job is to be, grants him author- 
ity to program the kinds of facilities he may use—without limitation on the 
kinds—and then stymies him by failing to repeal a provision of a previous law 
which, by its terms, ties one of his hands behind his back. 

I believe that there may be men in this room who, if offered the job of 
Administrator, might be tempted to refuse it on this basis alone. On the 
basis that he is asked to do a job, is given authority to choose the tools with 


which to do it, yet is refused permission to use the one tool heretofore most 
generally used. 
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If the Administrator, with all the evidence before him, and with no limita- 
tions imposed, decides that streetcars should not be used—under any circum- 
stances—then that is his decision. Isn’t that what the Congress wants him to 
do? Weigh the evidence and make his own decisions, and then be responsible 
for the results? I think so. And when this Agency is established, I hope that 
the Administrator will actually have the full powers that the wording of this 
bill purports to confer on him and that he will not be forestalled from using 
his own best judgment in making his decisions in every field. 

I think that this Agency should start from scratch with a clean slate and 
without any ambiguities in the law. No hindrance of any kind should be im- 
posed on its choice of carriers. The way to do this would be by repeal of the 
provision in D.C. Transit’s franchise, requiring conversion to buses, with the 
repeal retroactive to the date of the franchise. And I cannot conceive of any 
possible reason why an error made by a previous Congress should deter, in any 
way, this present Congress from wiping that error off the slate by its repeal, 
Failing this a provision should be included in this bill specifically excluding 
the use of surface streetcars in the District of Columbia. 

In this connection a question confronts me. Was the provision in D.C. Trans- 
it’s franchise, compelling the abandonment of streetcars and conversion to 
buses, with eventual removal of the rails, meant to apply only to D.C. Transit? 
Or, was it intended to establish a principle to be followed in all cases there- 
after? Is the proposal, in the transportation plan, to construct rail lines on 
the surface down the New Hampshire Avenue corridor to an underground portal 
near Soldiers’ Home and down the Wisconsin Avenue corridor to a portal near 
Albemarle Street, directly contrary to the principle implied in the D.C. Transit 
franchise? Is it? I don’t know. But there should be no ambiguity in the law 
to arouse such a question. 

Paragraph (b) of this section (204) requires the Agency to submit its transit 
development program for review and comment to all the governing bodies of 
the region, to certain Government agencies and officials, to the Commission of 
Fine Arts, to private transporters of persons, and to the Governors of Maryland 
and Virginia, for approval of facilities proposed in those States. This is fine, 
and quite necessary. But here old John Q. is left at the post. I think that 
it might be wise, as these various bodies and persons review the program, to 
have the old boy review it along with them and make his comments. I am all 
in favor of getting his opinion in all matters. 

John Q. has not lost his gumption even though some may think he has. It 
is his hardheaded horsesense that keeps us on an even keel, despite the wreck- 
age that sometimes results from the acts of some officials and experts. 

On this note—wide participation of private persons and groups in shaping 
policies and establishing and operating facilities—I conclude my remarks. 

I thank you. 

Sut I do have, Mr. Chairman, an appendix that I would like to have in- 
eluded in the record. It outlines what I conceive to be the proper principle 
for the basis of a transit system. And it carries this principle into specific 
areas through direct application. I hope that this will be included as a supple- 
ment to my statement and that it will receive thorough study and consideration. 

Thank you. 


TRANSIT IN THE WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN REGION 


In developing an efficient transit system covering any considerable area a basic 
principle is involved. Sometimes it is overlooked or disregarded. The principle 
is that two (or more) separate and distinct areas are involved requiring sepa- 
rate services. The areas are the distant suburbs and the nearer urban section. 
A third area, if recognized and provided for, would make the system still more 
efficient. That would be the intermediate points between the other two. 

If the residents of all these sections along a perticulor transit line are served 
by only a sinele tyne of service the result is » mess. In this case the incoming 
morning commuters from the far reaches of the line are the first to board the 
vehicle. They soon fill all seats and shortly after jam the standing room. 
Prospective passengers from the intermediate and nearer stretches of the line 
must wait for a vehicle with room to accommodate them and find it standing 
room only. 

Of course the solution is to convert the first vehicles, when fullv loaded, to 
expresses until the area is reached where discharge stops are needed. At the 
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noint where the first ones become fully loaded start other vehicles to pick up 
passengers until they become full, when they too become expresses. Continue 
this plan over the whole line so that all passengers from every section are af- 
forded prompt and fast service. This is the great advantage that buses, if prop- 
erly routed and scheduled, apparently have over streetcars. But in many cases 
this advantage is apparent only, and not real. Particularly is this true here in 
Washington which is abundantly served by railroads. 

These railroads should become the backbone of our transit system. The spinal 
cord would be the streetcars—with some exceptions. The buses—expresses and 
others—would constitute the remainder of the nervous system. Taxis would be 
individual feelers. Sut when railroads are suggested to play a part in the 
transit system, the objection is raised that they traverse only thinly populated 
areas. Iiowever, rather than being a drawback this is really an advantage. 

Take, as an example, the D.C. Transit’s Maryland line which is now going by 
the board. It is already at the “going, going” stage and will soon be “gone’— 
not to the highest bidder, but to foul smelling and poison spewing buses, to 
follow one after another during rush hours. 

Contrast this with the following setup. The B. & ©. right-of-way from L»urel 
to its Eckington yards is double tracked by a highspeed electric line added to its 
prevent rails. At about 44th Street NE... where it parallels the Maryland line a 
junction is mide. The three-car articulated trains coming from Branchville 
over the Maryland line are full on reaching this point. They switch to the 
B. & O. and become expresses, without stop, to Eckington—running time 4 min- 
utes over the B. & O. from the junction. From a loop at 44th Street other 
trains go as locals over the Maryland route to the District of Columbia line where 
they become fully lorded from feeder buses. They continue on Rhode Island 
Avenue as limiteds to Mills Place at 22d Street, where a line has been built 
down to the B. & O. From here to Eckington their running time is 24% minutes. 
Other trains are locals from the District of Columbin line to 13th Street. Here 
they become limited to Eckington. From a loop at 18th Street other trains are 
locals on in. At Fourth and T Streets a line is built down Fourth Street to the 
B. & O., one block. Here at Eckington the B. & ©. and Maryland lines reunite 
to go into a subway down either First or Second Street NE., or North Capitol to 
join both the crosstown and Anacostia subWays at Union Station. At the 12th 
and Quincy terminal, Brookland line trains, fully lounded from bus feeders, leave 
as expresses to be followed by limiteds sind locals and join the Maryland line at 
Fourth and Rhode Island Avenue and from there into the subway. 

All of these trains are fully modern in every respect. But they are not the 
heavy-duty type usually associated with subways and suburban electrics. 
Rather, they are more closely related to the streetcars known here. But, in fact, 
they are a far cry from either. They have a maximum speed of 75 miles. But, 
of course, this speed is used only over private right-of-way and in subways. 
They are braked by regenerative electric and magnetic brakes plus airbrakes. 
They display large and prominent route and destination signs so that prospec- 
tive passengers will see at a glance where they go. They will switch traffie 
lights automatically to green at cross streets as they approach them. Loading 
at the far side, they will not be held up by traffic lights. They will be air 
cooled and electrically heated, well lighted. with wide comfortable seats. They 
will be almost noiseless in operation. And they will not spew out noxious and 
poisonous fumes from smoke-belching exhaust pipes. 

With this setup in operation, total time from Branchville to Union Station is 
15 minutes, and on by subway to any part of the city in 25 toe 30 minutes, even 
to Georgetown or the Pentagon. Would anyone drive into town from that sec- 
tion unless it would be necessary? And with practically 75 percent of the people 
traveling by transit, fares could be kept at a reasonable rate. 

The projected high-speed electric line to come in New Hampshire Avenue 
would connect at First and Oglethorpe NE. with the B. & O. Rockville line. 
This line would also have a double track, electric line added to its right-of-way. 
Locals in over New Hampshire Avenue to the junction would go as expresses 
from there in over the B. & O.—running time from junction to Eckington, 3 
minutes. Other trains from the junction would continue over New Hampshire 
Avenue to a subway entrance near Decatur Street as locals, to become expresses 
from there in. 

At Silver Spring trains from Wheaton down Georgia Avenue extended, and 
from White Oak down Colesville Road via Four Corners, would join the B. & O. 
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with no stops below Takoma Park. Running time from Takoma Park to 
Eckington, 4 minutes. 

Over Wisconsin Avenue trains from Friendship Heights would operate as 
locals to McLean Gardens. Here a subway would start and go under Wisconsip 
to Massachusetts and then down Massachusetts Avenue. At the McLean Gardens 
loop other locals would start down Wisconsin to go into a subway starting gt 
R Street. This subway would turn east under N Street to cross Rock Creek on 
a bridge curving south and again into a subway under 26th Street to Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue. Trains coming down Highway 240 and Wisconsin Avenue would 
be locals between East-West Highway and Western Avenue. Other trains over 
240 would switch to the B. & O.’s Georgetown freight line (now double trackeg 
and electrified) where it crosses under Wisconsin Avenue. From River Road ip, 
these trains would become expresses—5 to 6 minutes to Georgetown from River 
Road down the canal. This line would go up and over the canal and Cana] 
Road on a bridge from opposite Three Sisters Islands to south of Georgetown 
University on Prospect Street. Here it would enter a subway to curve from 
under Prospect over to N Street and east to join the Wisconsin Avenue subway, 

The Cabin John right-of-way would be regraded where necessary to avoid 
grade crossings with a new line built over it from Carderock. It would join 
the B. & O. at the crossing point of the two lines in Brookmount. Trains from 
Carderock would be locals to this junction. From there some would become 
expresses over the B. & O. while others would continue as locals over the D.C, 
Transit line. The two lines would rejoin on Prospect Street before entering 
the subway there. Perhaps for a mile or so along the canal there might be room 
for only a single rail line. But this would pose no great problem. 

Please note that it is because these B. & O. routes traverse sections that are 
thinly populated or even unpopulated that permits ‘these trains over them to 
become expresses over stretches of 4 or 5 miles at speeds of 75 miles or more, 
This takes these trains off the streets in these areas. It also takes the passengers 
who use them out of their cars and off the same streets. In addition it obviates 
the necessity of some bus routes over the same streets. 

This outline should convince even the most skeptical of the value of both 
the railroads and the streetcar lines as components of a modern, up-to-date 
transit complex. Yet these are illustrations of how only a few existing and 
potential facilities could be used. The Washington metropolitan region is so 
richly endowed with so many others that all, combined, could become the ground- 
work for the finest rapid transit system possible to imagine. 

Should not our Capital City make full use of all these facilities? I think so! 


THE COORDINATING PLANNING OF HigH DeENsITty Houstne AND HIGH Capacity 


(By John Insco Williams, Architect and Planner, Helsinki City Planning 
Department ) 


Note.—It is the writer’s intention to make available to American city plan- 
ners and administrators, architects, mass transit and railroad officials, and 
traffic engineers, information that is not normally available in the United States 
of America. The material presented in this paper has been collected by the 
author while in Europe with a Fulbright scholarship, and while working in the 
fields of transport and city planning in Helsinki. Much information has been 
gained from interviews with planners and officials in the Scandinavian, and 
other European cities. In addition, the author has had access to a number of 
publications which are not found in the English language. Permission is 
granted to reproduce this paper in part, or in whole. The author will welcome 
any questions that might arise concerning the subjects discussed in this paper— 
Oskelante 5¢23, Helsinki, Eteli Haaga, Finland, April 3, 1960. 


INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM 


The density of residential development is an issue which affects many different 
aspects of metropolitan planning and development. The rate at which low 
density housing consumes suburban land is of concern to city planners who are 
alarmed at the loss of open space, and are disturbed by the monotony of urban 
sprawl. Highway planners are worried when duplex or apartment develop- 
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ments spring up along newly completed freeways planned to carry traffic 
from a lower density type of development. On the other hand, mass transit sys- 
tems and other public utilities have difficulties serving the extensive areas of 
single-family housing. The question of low housing density involves inner 
city areas as well as suburbs, when land close to the city center is poorly 
used. The opposite extreme of overdense development as exists in many slum 
areas, is of course one of the big problems of cities today. The question of too 
low or too high density, or of land uses which are too mixed up or not varied 
enough, are found in all parts of urban areas. 

Housing density and its relationship to transport facilities, public and private, 
is worth careful study not only by planners directly involved in housing, traffic, 
and mass transit, but also those concerned with the preservation of recreational 
land, urban redevelopment, improvement of the city core, and other related 
activities. It is evident, that many of these people have definite interests and 
problems in common, though perhaps they never have realized it before. 

Increasing traffic congestion in larger cities, and the difficulties of satisfying 
the ever-increasing need of space for moving and standing automobiles has 
sparked an interest in the revival of mass transit systems as a possible aid in 
solving these problems. However, a major question arises when applying the 
mass transit solution, particularly when the higher capacity facilities such as 
subways, Suburban railroads, monorails, etc., are under consideration, and 
that is the question of density of development in both residential and employ- 
ment areas. Conventional rapid transit systems have been practical when they 
have served high density residential development and high concentrations of 
employment. The private automobile has proved to be the best means of travel 
when densities at both origin and destination points are low. As the principal 
subject under discussion involves the home end of work and other trips, only 
brief mention can be made of the matter of density in employment areas. 

Recent studies point out that in spite of the decentralization of various indus- 
trial and commercial activities, the city center will always remain as the 
greatest concentration of employment in metropolitan areas. Though man- 
power and horsepower may be moved out from central areas, the brain power 
of the intelligence industries is continuing to grow in importance in the city 
core. Thus, there is justification for investment in better transport to improve 
access to work places and commercial activities. Some planners are even pre- 
dicting a return from the suburbs of some industrial activities to oceupy land 
made available through urban redevelopment. Because of land costs, such 
development would tend to be somewhat more concentrated than conventional 
suburban industrial areas. With proper planning it may be possible to create 
clusters or nodules of commercial and industrial activities throughout the entire 
metropolitan area. A strong city core, supplemented by other centers of employ- 
ment, may provide sufficient concentration of traffic to require the use of mass 
transit in the form of offstreet rapid transit. 

The big question is however, how can rapid transit serve the other end of the 
line—that is the typical low density suburban areas—in a manner that will be 
so attractive that automobiles will be left at home? Recent American rapid 
transit proposals specify high schedule speeds, park and ride, “kiss and ride,” 
and extensive feeder bus lines with convenient transfer facilities, to attract 
trafic from today’s suburbs. However, the estimations of traffic for these new 
proposals, and traffic counts for existing facilities as well, indicate that they have 
a considerable unused capacity, which if properly used would greatly increase 
their effectiveness. This is especially so in the case of commuter railroad lines. 
In some cities there are corridors of travel with a traffic potential too great to 
be handled effectively by buses on highways, but too small to justify a rapid 
transit line. What is needed in all of these situations is some means of “enrich- 
ing” the tributary area of the transport facility under consideration. 

The deliberate planning of higher density housing along existing or proposed 
high-capacity rapid transit lines is perhaps one of the most effective ways of 
enriching their traffic potential. This is a well established planning principle 
ina number of cities, and is particularly well developed in Scandinavia. The 
adjustment of the residential development plan to fit the transport plan is con- 
sidered to be just as valid planning approach as making the transport plan 
conform to the land use plan. It is obvious that a certain amount of give and 
take is necessary in balancing proper land use with an efficient transport system. 
Actually, transport systems have always had a considerable influence upon the 
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location and type of housing, as well as other land uses, since the time when 
cities began to develop beyond the range of easy walking distance. It has been 
the automobile which has allowed the spread of low density housing beyonq 
limits that can be served economically by mass transit. 


THE NEW TREND TOWARD HIGHER DENSITY HOUSING 


It is obvious, when considering the United States of America as a whole and 
some other countries as well, that privately owned individual dwelling units are 
the predominant form of residential accommodation. However, in the case of the 
large cities—which are the cities with the greatest transport difficulties—high- 
density or multifamily housing forms an appreciable part of the total dwelling 
unit supply. In larger American cities a definite trend toward increased con- 
struction of higher density housing has appeared recently. The August 1959 of 
Fortune contained an article entitled, “The Coming Changes in Housing” which 
predicted that a big demand for apartments will occur during the 1960's. In 
1959 apartment units under construction in the United States accounted for 
18 percent of all housing units under construction, and new apartment construe- 
tion was three times greater than in 1956. The article goes on to say that in 
Los Angeles County in 1957, apartment units under construction exceeded single 
family units under construction for the first time, and since that date there haye 
been apartment units built for every two single family units. 

Popular publications such as Life magazine have mentioned “atrium” hous- 
ing as a means of reducing housing costs and wastage of land in tomorrow’s 
cities. Such housing would eliminate useless side yards by connecting single 
family units into more compact groups, preserving private outdoor space for 
each unit with the aid of enclosed courts. Superblocks of such dwelling units 
would include larger areas of open space useable by all residents of the neigh- 
borhood. Some good examples of this type of housing are found in Sweden. A 
wider use of such housing are found in Sweden. A wide use of such housing in 
American metropolitan areas could save land, and help to raise densities to a 
level that would be practical for mass transport service. A more recent issue 
of Life predicted the growth of “tower cities” within large metropolitan areas 
that would consist largely of tower houses grouped together to form neighbor- 
hoods of about 12,000 inhabitants, covering 80 acres of land, and would include 
shopping and community facilities within easy walking distance. A typical 
American suburb today would require 1,800 acres of land to house the same 
number of people, but would have less usable open green space than the sug- 
gested tower city. The tower cities would begin at the edge of the city center 
and eventually extend through the present day suburbs. 

An experimental dwelling which will combine some of the features of a single 
family house with the space economy of multifamily apartment houses is pro- 
posed to be built this year in Gothenburg, Sweden. This structure will be four 
floors high and constructed of reinforced concrete slabs supported on pillars. 
The slabs will be in effect ‘elevated lots” upon which will be placed prefabricated 
wooden houses of varying sizes which can be connected at will to the building 
utilities system. Common storage space, garages, etc., will occupy the ground 
floor. 

Before these rather revolutionary types of residential facilities can be built 
in America, architects and planners must be given a greater degree of freedom 
by governmental and private lending agencies, and by other bodies which have 
control over housing design and construction, so that ‘they may be able to create 
a form of multifamily housing attractive enough to compete with conventional 
single family housing. 

Actually, there is a sizable market for multifamily, higher density housing 
closer to the city center. “City oriented” individuals who are sick of the sub- 
urbs, or families whose children have grown up are expressing a desire to return 
to the city. Young, single working people or students, or young married couples, 
who often have no interest in the suburban way of life, seek rooms and apart- 
ments in the city. Too often persons or small families are forced to live in the 
suburbs because no suitable housing is available in the older, more centrally 
located areas. 

A more obvious »rohlem in certain parts of large cities is the reduction of 
housing density. Something must be done about overcrowded slum conditions. 
To spread present slum dwellers over the entire suburban area utilizing single 
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family housing units would be impossible, so higher density housing will be 
needed to provide shelter for these people. All slums however, are not over- 
erowded, in fact there are sizable slum or “gray” areas close to city centers 
which are underused. Architectural Forum of March 1959 described a project 
proposed for Cambridge, Mass., which would house 50 percent more people than 
the slum it would replace. The project would be a combination of high-raise 
“slab” buildings and two-story row houses. As the project would have direct 
access to rapid transit and bus lines, and would be within reasonable walking 
distance of some work places, a lower ratio of parking spaces per dwelling unit 
is possible than if the same project was located in the suburbs. 

Certainly no complete reversal of the general public opinion in America con 
cerning single family homes can be expected, but in areas where problems of 
congestion and long travel distances are most acute, there is a greater need for 
more efficient land use that can be achieved through the use of higher density 
housing. The location of new high density housing in areas which can be served 
by existing or planned rapid transit, would significantly increase the traffic 
potential of these facilities. A greater shift toward off-street mass transit 
would make travel easier not only for transit riders, but also for those who 
must use private automobiles or use goods delivered over the streets. The re 
duction of unnecessary travel—one of the basic goals of good city planning—is 
possible when a greater emphasis is placed on higher density housing develop- 
ment. Within such residential areas it is possible to reach many services on 
foot, and within the urban area as a whole, higher densities will allow some 
reduction in the distance between home and work. Redevelopment projects 
adjacent to the city core, such as the Southwest redevelopment in Washington, 
can place many within walking distance of their work places. Unfortunately, 
residential areas close to the city center or other concentrations of work places, 
can house only a part of the required work force, and supply only part of the 
customers for commercial activities in large cities. This kind of development in 
the inner city thus cannot completely eliminate the need for transport, by indi- 
vidual or collective means of travel, but can reduce travel time and vehicle miles 
for many residents 

COORDINATED PLANNING IS ESSENTIAL 


It is necessary that the bodies responsible for the preparation of plans for 
future traffic and transit facilities, and agencies charged with the operation of 
existing facilities, get together with housing, zoning, redevelopment, and other 
city planning agencies, for the purpose of making a serious study of the possi- 
bilities for better coordinating housing development and transport. Plans for 
the redevelopment of present rundown areas, and for the development of new 
residential areas on existing open land should be coordinated with transit and 
highway plans. This is especially important when extensive fixed facilities 
such as off-street rapid transit or express highways are under consideration. 
The thoughtless placement of a high density apartment project far from mass 
transit can result in the overloading of streets or freeways, and at the same 
time deprive an existing or planned rapid transit line of a good source of po- 
tential riders. Just as great a mistake would be the placing of low density 
single family homes adjacent to rapid transit stations. The regional planning 
board for Greater Stockholm has stated that no large concentrations of resi- 
dential development will be located in areas which are not presently, or cannot 
in the future be served by off-street mass transit. In Stockholm high density 
housing forms a major part of the housing supply, but as has heen pointed 
out, there is a good potential for such housing in the American cities with the 
most serious circulation problems. 


PLANNING PRACTICE LIN SCANDINAVIAN CITIES 


Stockholm offers perhaps some of the best examples of coordinated resi- 
dential development and mass transit planning, though Copenhagen and Oslo 
are not far behind. During the past few years Stockholm has experienced a 
tremendous growth in population and has developed a sizable housing program, 
based largely upon multifamily housing, to keep up with the population increase. 
Greater Stockholm has been building new residential units at the rate of 
10,000 per vear, and according to the planning board, this should be increased 
to 15,000 per year. The present population for the region is 1,060,000 and is 
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expected to reach 1,300,000 by 1970. The structure of residential development 
in Stockholm is as follows: First, surrounding the central business district 
is the older densely built-up area consisting of “stone” houses built up to the 
street line with service courts in the center of each quarter. Immediately 
outside of this “inner city’ lie large areas of single family housing forming 
the second zone. These areas first began as summer colonies in the country and 
later on developed into year-round residential communities located Close to 
the railways and suburban trolley lines. During the 1930’s the spaces between 
the older settlements became filled with additional low density housing develop- 
ment. After wartime restrictions were lifted, the third zone of high density 
housing communities, along with some decentralized industrial and commercial 
activities, began to take form. Construction of Stockholm’s rapid transit sys- 
tem (“Tunnelbana’’) has made possible the development of large residential 
areas far from the city center. Narrow streets in the inner city and water 
barriers make it impossible to serve the transport needs of these new com- 
munities exclusively with automobiles and buses, so the rapid transit system, 
plus improved electrified commuter railroad lines, is a necessity. Through 
eareful coordination of building activities with mass transit development, new 
rapid transit lines are placed in service as the new suburban communities become 
filled with residents. 

An unusual feature of Stockholm’s housing program which eases the ¢o- 
ordination of planning and construction of housing, transport facilities, and 
other services, is that much of the suburban land is owned by the city and 
most of the housing is built by a city housing authority. Private firms and 
cooperatives may build on city owned land by acquiring a right to occupy land on 
a long-term basis. However, the question of who owns or builds does not affect 
the basic issue of coordination of land use and transport planning. 

When planning the new living areas, Stockholm has not attempted to set up 
completely self-sufficient ‘new towns” as in Great Britain, but on the other hand, 
has not built pure “dormitory” suburbs. Within each residential community 
some space is provided for working places in offices or light industry. The ma- 
jority of residents however, work outside of their own suburb. A number of 
industrial centers are being situated in the suburban zone, insulated from 
residential areas by green belts. Where possible, these centers are located 
along rapid transit or suburban railroad lines which results in some riding in 
the opposite direction to the normal peak hour traffic flow. As these lines 
extend through the central city, some traffic is generated to destinations outside 
of the city core. 

BASIO PATTERN OF THE NEW SUBURBS 


The basic pattern of Stockholm’s most recent suburban communities is made 
up of the following elements: a “service core” or community center, an inner belt 
of high density housing, an outer belt of low density housing, and finally, a green 
belt separating the communities from one another and from other land uses. 

The “service core” or community center contains: the rapid transit station, a 
shopping center, office space for business and professional people, facilities for 
governmental or municipal agencies, a youth center, one or more churches, a 
library, a theater, and possibly some light industry. The community center 
may serve a single community or may be a regional center for a much larger 
area. The local or regional center with its rapid transit or commuter railroad 
station is a good point for the interchange of passengers between rail and 
feeder bus services. At one time Stockholm’s transit planners considered that 
feeder buses should be brought as close to the train platforms as possible, but 
now they favor the combining of transfer facilities with the shopping center. 
A short walk of 200 to 250 feet is not considered as objectionable by trans- 
fering passengers as many can make use of commercial services offered by the 
shopping center. The new stations on the Danish State Railways suburban 
lines in Copenhagen will provide transfer arrangements not unlike those in 
Stockholm. <A closed transfer system allowing free of “physical” transfer be 
tween bus and train is not used in Stockholm as it is difficult to arrange fenced- 
in controlled areas as part of a shopping center serving a residential community 
where the maximum of freedom of pedestrian circulation is desired. 
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As most of the customers of the local type of shopping center are within 
walking distance, parking space need not be large. The regional center how- 
ever, requires a much larger parking area. There is a limit though on the 
amount of parking that can be provided for a shopping center lying within 
a high density residential area. Stockholm planners state that for each 
parking space provided, space for one resident is lost. The suburb’s own jn- 
habitants will always shop at their own center, but parking spaces for “out- 
siders” may be empty. In addition, it is rather unpleasant and inconvenient 
for local residents to cross great parking lots to reach the shopping center or 
rapid transit station. Alvsjé, the largest regional center now under planning 
in the Stockholm metropolitan area, will be the first center without a residentia] 
area within walking distance. The center will include a number of large office 
buildings, and will have both rapid transit and railroad service. A good com- 
promise will be the Farsta center in the southern part of Stockholm which will 
be a combined local and regional center with sufficient parking space for eys- 
tomers living outside of the Farsta community. Parking space however, will 
not completely surround the center but will be located out of the way of the 
major pedestrian ways used by local residents. 

Surrounding the commercial center is the most essential part of the commu- 
nity, the belt of high density housing. This belt generally extends not more 
than about 1,600 feet from the rapid transit station, thus the majority of the 
residents of each suburb are within easy walking distance of the station. The 
housing consists of high-rise apartments in the form of “point” houses or “slabs” 
as high as 15 storys, mixed with some lower apartment houses from two to four 
floors in height. The overall density (which includes the lot area plus streets, 
parking areas, and small parks adjoining the housing) is about 60 to SO persons 
per acre. As the houses do not cover a great amount of land, considerable space 
is left open for play areas and parks. Actually much more space is usable for 
recreational activities than in the normal low density suburb. The typical mod- 
ern high density housing area has a feeling of openess with an abundance of 
light and air, which is in sharp contrast to the old apartment areas near the 
centers of most large cities of the world. 

Outside of the belt of high density dwelling units is a ring of lower density 
housing. This consists of row houses and single family houses, with an overall 
density ranging from 10 to 30 persons per acre, and generally extends not farther 
than 3,000 feet from the rapid transit station. The low density belt also may 
include parks and athletic fields for public use. Schools may be located in this 
zone or closer to the community center, depending on what sites are available. 

Strips of parks or common land divide the entire community into smaller 
neighborhood units and serve as channels of pedestrian circulation which cross 
principal trafficways at a separate level. In the winter the footpaths become 
tracks for skiers leading outward to the wide green belt that separates suburb 
from suburb, and eventually reaching out into large parks or open country. 

Additional miniature shopping centers are dispersed throughout the entire 
suburb so that housewives need not walk far to make minor purchases. 

Resident’s own parking space is located in the ground floor or in basements, or 
in special parking lots or garages. These may be provided with a “plug-in” hot 
water system to keep automobile engines warm over the long cold winter nights. 

Major streets and highways are usually kept outside of the residential center 
in the broad green belt area, thus eliminating heavy vehicular traffic within the 
residential area: Because of topographical conditions, in several instances it 
has been necessary to carry an arterial highway through a suburb. In this situ- 
ation the highway is used to form a division between neighborhood units and 
considerable care has been taken to provide grade separated access for pedes- 
trians and local traffic, so that the neighborhood is not isolated from the com- 
munity center. The rapid transit facility however, is generally extended straight 
through the community as it requires only a narrow right-of-way, and can be 
placed underground or be elevated as it passes through the community center. 
Light industry development sometimes is located adjacent to the rapid transit 
right-of-way. 

Of course it is not always possible to lay out a suburban area exactly accord- 
ing to the formula set forth above. Site conditions have a great influence upon 
planning. However, it is the topographical features which help give each com- 
munity a certain degree of individuality, though the architects and planners are 
not without a great responsibility. The apartment towers, clustered about each 
center, add a dramatic element to the skyline which is far more exciting than 
the endless sprawl of typical low density suburbia. 
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THE SIZE OF RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITIES 


The size, or population, of each suburban community is determined by prop- 
erly balancing the factors of density, walking distances, need for open space, and 
topographic features, plus the consideration of the desired operating character- 
istics of the rapid transit system. Aside from the design standards of gradient 
and curvature, and the requirements for grade separated crossing with other 
travel modes, station spacing with its effect on schedule speed and the economic 
use of stations is of utmost importance. Stockholm considers that the minimum 
number of inhabitants for a station is 8,000 to 10,000 and the maximum about 
35,000. The most recent trend has been toward a higher number of residents per 
station, accompanied by a trend toward longer station spacings than in the older 
suburbs. 

The Viillingby group of five suburbs in western Stockholm contains about 
60,000 inhabitants. The area within walking distance of the Villingby center 
rapid transit station contains 24,000 inhabitants, while the four other stations 
serve about 9,000 inhabitants each. Feeder buses, and in the future some park 
and ride lots, serve older lower density housing areas which house about 20,000 
inhabitants. The stations along this part of the rapid transit line are slightly 
less than seven-tenths of a mile apart, while the average station spacing for 
the entire system is about five-tenths of a mile. 

The newest suburbs now under construction in the southern part of Stock- 
holm are somewhat larger than those in the Villingby group. Ragsved and 
Hagsiitra together will house 28,000 persons who will be served by the two 
above-named stations, spaced eighty-five one hundredths of a mile apart. Overall 
density of these communities, including the adjacent green belt area, is approxi- 
mately 50 persons per acre, yet no housing is farther than 1,800 feet from the 
rapid transit stations. Farsta, the largest community, will house 35,000 persons 
and will have one station. The Farsta center will be of the regional class, serv- 
ing a total population of about 70,000, and will be the terminal for a sizable 
feeder bus system. 

Copenhagen’s newest suburbs, in principle, will resemble those in Stockholm. 
Of particular interest are the new communities which are being placed between 
older established centers along the railroad main line west of Copenhagen. 
Electrified suburban railway service is being extended from Glostrup to Taastrup 
to serve the new centers, and give improved service to the existing development 
as well. One of the new communities, Albertslund, eventually will house 
14,000 persons, and the maximum distance from the railway station will be 
about 3,000 feet. The stations on the Taastrup line will be approximately 1.6 
miles apart. 

The bulk of suburban development to be provided within the general plan for 
the Copenhagen region will take place in communities similar to the above-named 
example. The proposed pattern of regional development resembles a great hand, 
the palm of the hand being the older part of the city, and the fingers which ex- 
tend along existing or proposed suburban railroad lines, form the new suburbs. 
The root of each finger contains industrial development. Radial highways 
parallel each finger, lying outside of the developed land. Circumferential high- 
ways connect the fingers with one another. The separate communities within 
each finger will be developed to a density of 60 to SO persons per acre close to 
the railroad stations, and outside of this high density area, the density will be 
from 10 to 30 persons per acre. The lower density housing will extend 3,000 
to 5,000 feet from the station. The area between the fingers will remain in 
agricultural or recreational use. 

The new residential communities located along Oslo’s rapid transit lines, now 
under construction, will be somewhat smaller than those in Stockholm or 
Copenhagen. The principal reason for this is topographic features. As the 
best land available for residential use lies along a series of narrow ridges, the 
rapid transit lines are drawn along the top of the ridges to provide easiest 
access to the stations. Highways and some older low density housing lie in 
the valleys. Because of the limited width of good building land, the residential 
areas must be long and narrow which limits the area tributary to each transit 
station. When the suburbs are fully developed each station will serve an 
average of 5,400 inhabitants. The station spacing is the same as for the Stock- 
holm system, five-tenths of a mile. The overall density of the entire developed 


area of Oslo is planned to be about 20 persons per acre, and if the large forest 
eserves, which surround this area but lie within the city limits, are counted, 
the density is 6 persons per acre. Because much of the housing is concentrated 


258 NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1960 


in medium and high density neighborhoods it is possible to save these park areas 
for recreational use of central city and suburban residents. 

The general plan for Helsinki includes plans for suburban development similar 
to that in the other Scandinavian cities. Several higher density suburbs already 
have been built with space reserved for future rapid transit lines. A specia] 
committee is studying the mass transit problem, though it will probably be 
several years before a practical proposal for the construction of rapid transit 
lines is ready. The general plan also recommends the location of high density 
housing close to the state railway’s suburban stations, which in the future 
may become centers for feeder bus traffic as rail service is improved. 


SUBURBAN STATION DESIGN IN STOCKHOLM 


The suburban stations along Stockholm’s rapid transit lines have island plat. 
forms for eight-car trains, and entrance or ticket halls on a different level than 
the platform. This entrance hall houses the fare collection and control faei)- 
ities, a kiosk for sale of newspapers, etc., and if space permits, small shops 
offering services particularly useful to commuters. The stations are wel] 
lighted and roomy, and since the control gates or barriers are kept as low ag 
possible, the stations do not resemble the inside of a jail as do some of the 
stations of older transit systems. Of the 35 suburban stations, 30 have a single 
entrance hall, and the balance have two entrance halls, as do most of the inner 
city stations. It is intended that all of the future suburban stations will be 
of the single entrance variety. Experience has shown that in the case of sta- 
tions with entrance halls at each end, it is not practical to have kiosks or shops 
in both halls so there is always a major and minor entrance. Often the minor 
entrance has not had enough traffic to justify keeping an agent on duty. How- 
ever, it is the writer’s opinion that under certain conditions, to be explained 
later, stations for new rapid transit proposals in the U.S.A. may use the two 
entrance hall design. 

To provide more even loading of trains, Stockholm planners have been carefyl 
to alternate the location of station entrance halls along each line. For example, 
if a line goes in an east-west direction the first station would have the entrance 
hall at the eastern end, the next station at the western end, and the next could 
have the entrance hall located in the center of the station. 

Some station entrance halls are combined with over- or under-pass structures, 
giving direct access to cross streets, and saving construction costs. The stations 
serving the larger centers generally have the entrance hall combined with the 
shopping center buildings. 


SPECIAL CONDITIONS IN THE UNITED STATES 


Of course, it is not always possible to transplant ideas directly from one city 
in one country to another city in another country. Nevertheless, the writer 
believes that there is a lot to be learned from the experience in coordinated 
planning of public transport and suburban development in Scandinavian cities, 
if the particular conditions which apply to the planning of new transit systems 
(or the replanning of existing systems) in the U.S.A. are taken into account. 
A major difference is that in American cities, high density residential com- 
munities form a smaller part of the housing supply than in Scandinavian cities, 
thus such communities will contribute a smaller portion of the traffic to be 
carried by rapid transit systems. American rapid transit systems will need— 
outside of the city center—a number of different kinds of stations to serve; 
park and ride traffic, pedestrian traffic from concentrated residential centers, 
heavy feeder bus traffic, and traffic from land uses other than residential. 
Multipurpose stations serving several different kinds of traffic with separate 
entrance halls are possible. For example, one station could serve a sizable 
residential community with one entrance hall, and a park and ride facility with 
the other. The length of the station makes this possible, as a platform for § 
to 12-car trains plus stairways, ramps, or passenger conveyor belts from each 
end of the platform to the entrance halls takes up a space from 600 to 1,10 
feet in length. A system of automated fare collection along with closed circuit 
TV could help reduce the personnel costs of such stations. By making the 
maximum possible use of each station, the distance between stations may be 
increased, resulting in increased schedule speed—an absolute must for future 
rapid transit systems in American cities. 
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Undoubtedly, redevelopment areas will be the site of many of the new high 
density residential communities in American cities. Open land within reason. 
able distance of the city center is not so plentiful in the larger American citieg 
as it is in the more densely built Scandinavian cities. It is just the cities with 
the worst transport problems which have the greatest need for redevelopment 
of slum and “gray” areas. Redevelopment could be in the form of “suburbs in 
the city,” patterned after Stockholm’s new residential communities. If such 
projects would be located along existing or proposed rapid transit lines, they 
would provide ideal concentrations of potential traffic for such facilities, 

Redevelopment projects could provide the right-of-way for new rapid transit 
and highway use, if sufficient thought is given to the relation of one project 
to another. With sufficient surface right-of-way, much expensive subway cop- 
struction would be unnecessary, thereby reducing the cost of new offstreet 
transit lines. If it is thought that a rapid transit line might be needed in the 
more distant future, it would be possible to reserve the right-of-way through 
isolated projects as they are built and use it for bus traffic. The buses could 
be fed out onto the existing street system at the points where projects end, 
Eventually isolated sections would be joined together as further redevelopment 
projects are carried out, or by acquiring land for right-of-way use alone, 

A possible means of increasing the area tributary to a rapid transit station 
and adjoining commercial facilities, would be the grouping of several separate 
communities into a larger “cluster.” This cluster would have a more highly 
developed core than the normal residential community, containing work places 
as well as services. The center of each community belonging to a Cluster would 
be connected to the cluster core—which would have direct rapid transit and 
freeway connections to the city core—by an automatic or continuous transport 
system. “Carveyor,” or a light monorail shuttle similar to that being built to 
serve the Seattle fair could provide such service. The same system could serve 
a cluster composed of residential areas plus an industrial center or large 
regional shopping center, or could connect the parts of a large dispersed in- 
dustrial area with each other and with a rapid transit station. 

The design of high density residential communities located along a median 
strip rapid transit line, such as Chicago’s Congress Street line, requires special 
consideration. A depressed freeway with four lanes in each direction and a 
median strip sufficiently wide to accommodate the rapid transit line with sta- 
tions requires a right-of-way approximately 300 feet wide. Some additional 
space is needed for a buffer strip between the highway and adjoining housing. 
A traffic way of this type obviously cannot pass through the center of a resi- 
dential community with the same ease as a rapid transit line alone. If the high 
density housing is held within an area not farther than 1,600 feet from the 
median strip transit station, some building land is lost to the highway. How- 
ever, by utilizing a rapid transit station with entrances at each end, it is possible 
to stretch the area for housing in the direction of the traffic way by an addi- 
tion 600 to 1,100 feet, which more than makes up for the space lost to the highway. 

As the traffic way makes a very definite division of the residential community 
into two parts, the planning of the commercial center is more difficult. The 
division of the commercial center into separate parts is not desirable, though 
certain services can be duplicated if the population of the separate residential 
areas is large enough. An ideal solution would be to cover over a portion of the 
traffic way and build the commercial center above the highway and rapid transit 
station platforms. The shelter from wind and rain offered by shops and kiosks 
would help make the walk to the station far more pleasant than a walk over a 
long viaduct with no protection from the weather. In the case of an elevated 
highway with median strip transit, it may be more practical to break the com- 
mercial center into two parts, connected by a tunnel which would house the 
entrance hall for the rapid transit station and smaller shops and kiosks. 

A broad traffic way actually would have some advantages if it is used to sepa- 
rate different land uses. Both the highway and the median strip transit line could 
serve different kinds of traffic, some of which would be in a direction to the 
normal peak hour flow. For example, a transit station could serve a residential 
center located on one side of the freeway, and an industrial area, regional 
shopping center, or park and ride facility located on the opposite side. 

The special conditions applying to median strip rapid transit also may apply 
to rapid transit which utilizes railroad right-of-way, such as Cleveland’s rapid 
transit line, or to actual suburban railroad lines, as railroad right-of-way is 
often wider than a normal rapid transit right-of-way. The railroad serving the 
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new suburbs west of Copenhagen has four tracks, two for commuter traffic and 
; two for long-distance traffic. This particular line traverses an area which is 
1 quite flat, with tracks lying on a low embankment only a few feet above the 
t surrounding land. Access to the stations, therefore, will be by pedestrian tun- 
1 nel. Local shopping facilities will be located at each end of the tunnel and a 
h part of each shopping area will be at the same level as the tunnel, which tends 
y to minimize the dividing effect of the railroad embankment. 

t REVIEW OF THE MOST IMPORTANT POINTS 

t Density of housing development is one of the major problems facing urban 
2 planners today, and is of vital interest to those concerned with the planning of 
t mass transport and highway facilities. The concentration of work places is a 
. related problem, though recent studies point out that city centers in large 
M metropolitan areas contain development sufficiently dense to require public, 
d as well as private transport. An existing or planned rapid transit system— 
i railroad, subway, monorail, express bus, ete.—have a great potential capacity, 
x a means of enriching the area tributary to such facilities would make them 
* a much more valuable part of the cities’ communication systems. Perhaps 
t the best way to enrich rapid transit territory would be to take advantage of the 
rn recent trend toward multifamily housing construction by coordinating the loca- 

tion and planning of high density housing and rapid transit. 
.. Excellent examples of this kind of planning are to be found in the major 
nd Scandinavian cities, particularly in Stockholm which is building a modern rail 
rt rapid transit system in step with the development of new high density resi- 
to dential communities. The typical suburban community consists of (1) a service 
ve core which includes commercial activities, some work places, and the rapid 
ge transit station, (2) an inner belt of high density housing within easy walking 
in- distance of the station, (3) an outer belt of low density housing, and (4) a green 
belt which separates the communities from one another and from other land 

an uses. The size of the communities, which varies from 8,000 to 35,000 inhabitants, 
ial depends partly upon site conditions and partly upon economic considerations 
i. and design standards of the rapid transit system. Community centers may 
ta- serve as the focus point for feeder buslines which broaden the area served by 
nal the rapid transit. - _ ; 

ng. Special conditions in the T nited States will influence the design of such “tran- 
agi- sit oriented” residential cominunities and the planning of rapid transit facilities. 
igh Multipurpose stations serving both high density housing communities and some 
the other land use may be needed. Redevelopment projects may be the site of new 
owe high density residential areas, served by rapid transit, and such projects may 
ble provide the right-of-way for new transit facilities. The use of freeway median 
idi- strips or railroad right-of-way for rapid transit will influence the design of ad- 
ray. joining residential communities and commercial centers. 

nity 

The | 

= SPACE FOR MOVING PEOPLE—SCANDINAVIAN CiTy PLANS STRESS RApimp TRANSIT 
tia 

the (By John Insco Williams, architect and planner, City of Helsinki Metro 
nsit Commission ) 
osks 
er a INTRODUCTION 
9 A problem facing city planners in the major cities of America and elsewhere 


h in the world, is to find space for new transport channels. The capital cities in 
the the Scandinavian countries, with their high standard of living, accompanied by 
increasing population and rapid growth of automobile ownership, are particularly 


epa- concerned with this problem, 
ould An interesting paradox observed when studying the transport planning work 
the underway in Scandinavia, is that in preparing for the automobile age a great 
ntial amount of effort and money is being spent on improving public transport, mainly 
ional through the provision of subway and surface private right-of-way for rapid 
transit, free of conflicts with other traffic. The principal reason for this action 
pply is that increasing surface traffic and increasing distance from home to work have 
rapid made conventional surface transit inefficient and unattractive. As new facilities 
fe for moving large numbers of people are a necessity, and an expensive one to 
- | 


boot, such facilities should be able to provide the maximum amout of service in 
the minimum space for the most reasonable cost. Of course, it is impossible for 
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rapid transit to eliminate the need for improved street facilities, but in the 
heaviest directions of travel, high capacity rapid transit can considerably reduce 
the number of traffic lanes required, and ease the parking situation as well. 

Economics, however, is not the only factor considered by Scandinavian city 
planners. Esthetic and other consideration that contribute to the environment of 
those who occupy and use the city are of great importance. The preservation 
of historical architectural features, and the protection of open spaces and parks 
within cities are among these important considerations. Here again, a high 
capacity form of transport, occupying little space, is thought to have considerable 
advantages. 

RAPID TRANSIT AND THE CITY CENTER 


The planners in Stockholm feel that rail rapid transit, underground in the 
central area, can feed many people into the ever-necessary city core without 
destroying the city which the transport system is supposed to serve. The new 
Hotorg-City redevelopment project, now under construction in the heart of Stock- 
holm, includes office towers, commercial, and recreational facilities closely tied 
to the new rapid transit tunnels which pierce the redevelopment area. Here the 
planners’ dreams of a pedestrian city is rapidly becoming a reality as motor. 
mass transit, and pedestrian traffic are on different levels. The rapid transit 
system actually forms a horizontal extension of the center’s elevator system, 
carrying workers and customers at high speed over congestion-free ways to the 
new suburban residential areas. 

Stockholm is not the only city rapid transit projects under way. At the pres- 
ent time, Oslo is constructing a rapid transit system, underground in the central 
city. Copenhagen has plans for additions to the rapid transit lines operated 
by the Danish State Railways, that include an extensive subway network in the 
central area. And in Finland, the City of Helsinki Metro Commission in its 
first report has recommended the construction of an offstreet rapid transit sys- 
tem, underground in the inner city. As in Stockholm, a portion of Helsinki’s 
“metro” will have close contact with a large redevelopment project that will make 
a sizable addition to the city’s working places and shopping facilities. 


GEOGRAPHICAL BARRIERS 


Property values and restrictions, resulting from man’s creations in the city, 
greatly affect the location of different transport facilities, but another factor that 
can have considerable bearing on this subject is the geographical configuration 
of the city. Stockholm, a city of islands and peninsulas, makes the construction 
of communication channels an expensive proposition. Helsinki, with its central 
business district located on a peninsula, has the same problem. Here again a 
high capacity means of transport is a necessity when extensive bodies of water 
must be crossed by bridge or tunnel. 

Two bridges of ‘reinforced concrete, each approximately 1,900 feet long, were 
built in Stockholm for both rapid transit and highway use. They include one 
track and two highway lanes in each direction, plus pedestrian and bicycle 
lanes. A single rapid transit track has a capacity of 40,000 passengers per hour 
while a highway lane can carry about 2,000 people per hour. Thus on these 
bridges the total rail capacity is 10 times greater than the total highway ¢a- 
pacity, while the rapid transit occupies only one-fourth of the bridge width. 


RAPID TRANSIT LOCATION IN THE SUBURBS 


The location of transport channels in the existing inner city pattern is, of 
course, most challenging; however, the suburban areas offer problems as well. 
Especially in areas where development already exists, right-of-way costs can be 
quite high, so that transport corridors must be as efficient as possible. The major 
Scandinavian cities are convinced that mass transit, operating on private 
right-of-way free of conflict with other traffic is an essential part of the circula- 
tion system serving the new residential suburbs. 

There are three principal locations for a rapid transit route in the outer 
areas: (1) Combined with highway facilities, either in the median strip or 
closely paralleling the highway; (2) combined with exising trunkline railroad 
facilities; and (3) on a completely independent right-of-way. Stockholm’s rapid 
transit lines in the suburban area parallel highways to some extent, but for the 
most part lie on their own right-of-way, as are Oslo’s rapid transit Jimes;mews 
under construction or in operation. Copenhagen’s system is completely on rail- 
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road right-of-way as the lines are a part of the Danish State Railways. Operation 
of this system, however, is of a rapid transit character with frequent a 
offered during the entire day. The rapid transit network being planned in ie - 
ginki will have both median strip rapid transit, and lines on independent right- 
of-way as in Stockholm. ‘ ; a 

A planning principle that is being followed most rigorously in the newest 
residential communities around Stockholm, is that arterial highway facilities are 
restricted to the periphery of residential areas, while the rapid t ransit lines are 
drawn through the center of such areas. Each area contains from 10,000 to 
95,00) inhabitants, in multistory apartments, row houses and single family 
dwellings. The highest density residences lie closest to the center, where the 
rapid transit station, shopping center, and other public facilities are found. 
With such an arrangement, the greatest number of residents have the shortest 
walk to shop or to the transit station. T raditionally, American suburbs are 
puilt to a much lower density but apartment construction in the United States 
appears to be increasing in importance, especially around the largest cities 
where land is less plentiful, and travel distances are great. Thus communities 
of the Scandinavian type might be possible in America. 

The rapid transit line, because of its relatively narrow width compared with 
superhighways, can be taken through the center of a residential suburb with- 
out destroying the unity of the area. Over- or underpasses and pedestrian tun- 
nels or bridges can be fairly short. Modern rapid transit trains, such as those 
in operation in Stockholm are very quiet, and as long as short radius curves are 
avoided, noise is no great problem. 

In several instances, shopping and community centers have been built directly 
above the rapid transit line and station. Viallingby and Blackeberg stations of 
Stockholm’s western rapid transit line are of this type. Covered parking and 
storage space for the shopping center have been placed in the cellars along side 
the rapid transit tracks in the Viillingby Center. 

Farsta Center, now under construction on the opposite side of Stockholm, 
will be an example of the Opposite solution, that is, the rapid transit station 
is located on a long viaduct. A station for feeder buses will lie under the via- 
duct as well as a part of the pedestrian plaza adjoining the commercial center. 
Viaducts, by the way, have been used in a number of places where the planners 
wished to preserve the continuity of park belts crossed by the rapid transit. 
It is interesting to note that the engineers also preferred the viaducts as they 
were less expensive than a high fill on top of soft ground which would have re- 
quired considerable pile reinforcing. 


RIGHT-OF-WAY RESERVED FOR FUTURE NEEDS 


The Scandinavian cities in general, have shown good foresight in rapid transit 
and highway planning by reserving space ahead of time for right-of-way for 
transport channels. Even if a facility will not be needed for many years, space 
is held in reserve thereby saving considerable expense in the future. In Hel- 
sinki, a number of the new residential areas have been built with space left 
open for rapid transit, although a formal proposal for construction of particular 
lines has not yet been presented to the city government. The rapid transit 
plans for Helsinki also include several proposed lines that first may be operated 
with buses on exclusive right-of-way, and later if the traffic is great enough the 
buses would be replaced by high capacity rapid transit trains. Transport plan- 
ning such as this, must be carried out in cooperation with the city and regional 
planners who are responsible for design of residential and other land uses. In 
fact, the traffic plan which includes mass transit, street and highway, and 
pedestrian circulation systems, forms perhaps the most important element of the 
community plan. 


FINANCING RAPID TRANSIT FACILITIES 


A discussion of the financial aspects of transport facilities, particularly mass 
transport could fill many volumes. However, the situation in Stockholm can be 
explained fairly briefly. Rapid transit right-of-way is owned by the city, as are 
the streets in any city. Purchase of right-of-way is not such a problem in 
Stockholm suburban areas as the city already owns most of the land, and sells 
only the right to build on, or occupy land while keeping the title of the land. 
The construction of subway tunnels, bridges and the subgrade for rapid transit 
is paid for by the city, in the same way it provides street and other public serv- 
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ice facilities. The agency that carries out this work is the Stockholm Public 
Works Office. The track with a third rail power supply, finishing of stations 
signaling and communication systems, rolling stock, and repair shops and yards, 
are paid for by the Stockholm Passenger Transport Co., a corporation fully owned 
by the city. The electric power substations and primary feeders for the rapid 
transit are built by the Stockholm Electricty Works, and paid for by the trans. 
port company as part of its electricity bill. Thus, both the taxpayers and the 
passengers share the construction cost of the rapid transit system, while the 
passengers alone pay its operating costs. 

Distribution of costs for the rapid transit system areas follows: 

(1) First line 23.5 miles long, serving the western and southern suburbs, in 
operation since November 1957 : 


Million 

crowns 
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(2) Southwestern line, 10 miles long, now under construction (estimated cost 
1954) : 
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The southwestern line has a higher cost per mile than the first line as it 
will have 6.5 miles, or two-thirds of the entire line in tunnel, while the first line 
has 5 miles or one-fifth of the entire line in tunnel. Approximately 48 percent 
of the total capital investment in the first and second lines combined is fur- 
nished by the city. 

Stockholm believes that the city should be responsible for the major part of 
the construction cost of rapid transit lines as the entire city benefits from them, 
even people who never actually ride the subway, if more space on the streets 
is free for their use either by automobile or bus, or if they make use of goods 
delivered to them over the streets. In addition, the movement of large numbers 
of people by rapid transit is considerably more economical than by surface 
transit. During 1958 Stockholm’s rapid transit made a profit of 7,101,000 Swed- 
ish crowns, on an intake of 71,528,000 crowns. It is estimated that if the system 
of surface lines in the western part of Stockholm that existed prior to the 
construction of the rapid transit was still in service, it would have a yearly 
operating cost some 10 million crowns greater than that of the new system. The 
standard of service as well, would be much lower for the surface system. 


CONCLUSIONS 


City planners in the major Scandinavian urban areas are utilizing grade 
separated rail rapid transit to improve the standard of public transport service, 
thereby reducing the need for expensive and space consuming highways and 
parking facilities. Rapid transit is considered to be the most economic means 
of moving people in central and other built-up areas where space is at a pre 
mium, in urban areas where geographic features make construction of com- 
munication facilities difficult, and in directions of travel where traffic streams 
are most intense. The combination of rapid transit lines with divided highways 
or railroads is used to some extent because of the savings in right-of-way costs. 
In some instances the rapid transit lines are drawn through the center of higher 
density residential areas, where shopping, business, and social facilities are 
grouped about the transit station. The final, but perhaps most important feature 
of transport planning in Seandinavia is that the community as a whole, because 
it benefits from good mass transit, should pay for a part of the rapid transit 
system—generally the heavy construction works such as subways and viaducts— 
thus the passenger is not burdened with the entire cost. 
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TrE COMBINATION OF RAPID TRANSIT AND HiGHWAY FACILITIES 
I. MEDIAN STRIP LOCATION OF RAPID TRANSIT 


(a) The location of a rapid transit line in a median strip is possible in two 
types of highway facilities: : : 

(1) In an expressway that is completely grade separated such as the Congress 
Street Expressway in Chicago, and in Seandinavia, the rapid transit proposed 
for the eastern suburbs of Helsinki. 

(2) In a lower class arterial highway which utilizes traffic circles and other 
surface intersections, in which case the rapid transit must be carried through 
the intersection at a separate level. An example in the western rapid transit 
line in Stockholm—combined with Drottningholmsviigen in the western part 
of the inner city. 

(ob) Advantages of a median strip location: 

(1) Is less expensive than underground rapid transit. 

(2) Saves space. 

(3) Adds little to the cost of the highway, and can greatly increase the 
capacity of the facility. 

(4) Express buslines may be run on the highway or on a transit lane before 
a higher capacity rapid transit line is needed. 

(5) Passenger transfer from feeder or connecting surface lines operating on 
cross streets is easily provided. 

(6) Parking garages, easy to reach from the highway, and transit station, 
could be built above the right-of-way. 

(ec) Disadvantages of a median strip location : 

(1) In the case of a particularly wide right-of-way the walking distance for 
transit patrons, coming to the station on foot, may be long as it is not possible 
to group residences closely about the transit station. (This is no problem, how- 
ever, if most passangers are delivered to the station by feeder bus or by auto- 
mobile. ) 

(2) It is not as easy to combine local shopping and commercial facilities with 
the transit station as in the situation where the rapid transit line is not part of 
the highway right-of-way. 

(d) Possibilities to eliminate these disadvantages: 

(1) A shopping concourse could be built above the highway and transit station 
but would be expensive if the highway has many traffic lanes in each direction. 

(A shopping concourse under the highway would be more expensive and not as 
attractive as a shopping area in the open area.) 

Such a center could form a bridge connecting neighborhoods of higher density 
housing (built on raw land or as redevelopment projects in the inner city) with 
each other and the transit facility. 


II RAPID TRANSIT PARALLEL TO HIGHWAY (NOT IN MEDIAN STRIP) 


(a) Examples: 

(1) In Stockholm, western suburbs, the rapid transit parallels Drottning- 
holmsviigen and Bergslagsvigen for 4 miles. A part of this facility was built 
during the war and first was operated with streetcars and later converted to 
rapid transit. 

(2) Gothenburg, Sweden, is building such a facility now and will use cars, simi- 
lar to PCC cars, in trains. Eventually the line may be converted to rapid transit 
operation. 

(3) Helsinki has such facilities planned for several portions of its rapid 
transit system. 

(b) Placing the rapid transit parallel to the highway is advantageous if: 

(1) The highway has many intersections at grade with cross streets, or if only 
a portion of the highway must be divided. : 

(2) A joint transit-highway facility is necessary only for a short distance, to 
cross a bridge or some difficult terrain feature. 

(8) Development lies mostly on one side of the highway. 

(c) Disadvantages of this location: 

(1) More space is required than for median strip transit, particularly close to 
highway interchanges or intersections with their ramps, loops, ete., that must 
be bypassed by the rapid transit with large radius curves. The space thus left 
between the rapid transit and highway is not usable for building purposes. 
(If it is desirable to use such space the transit line and highway must be pulled 
further apart, then it is no longer a joint facility.) 
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(2) Asin the case of median strip operation, some good space useable for hous. 
ing and shoping facilities adjacent to stations is lost, and the planning of such 
local centers is more difficult. 


JAPAN INVESTS IN A NEW RAILWAY 
(By C. A. Haygreen) 
Article from British Transport Review of December 1959 


As railways throughout the world face difficult problems, and we in Britain 
are building a new railway on top of the old, news comes from Japan of a 
bold, imaginative plan to build an entirely new 310-mile railway line which 
duplicates an existing route. 

Japan’s economy is rapidly expanding: and if the Japanese National Raijl- 
ways maintain their share of the total volume of transport, they will by 1975 
have to carry more than double the passengers and freight they carried in 1956 
The burden will weigh most heavily on the Tokaido Trunk Line, which serves 
40 percent of the total population and industrial areas responsible for more than 
60 percent of the national product. Although it represents only 2.9 percent of 
the total route mileage of Japanese National Railways, this line accounts for 
17 percent of their total passenger and 23 percent of their total freight carryings, 

The 3-foot-6-inch-gage line, which operates at a profit, runs 367 miles, never 
far from the coast, between the major ports of Yokohama and Kobe, serving 
more than 40 cities including Tokyo, Nagoya, Kyoto, and Osaka. By 1956, it 
had been electrified throughout, and measures are in hand under the current 
5-year plan to increase line capacity on certain sections where the limit has 
already been reached. 

Even so, demand will have overtaken capacity by 1961 or 1962, and the Japa- 
nese clearly have a problem on their hands. In 1957 an investigating committee 
appointed by the Government to report on main-line railways, recommended to 
the Minister of Transport that a new main-line railway must be built along the 
Tokaido route, and they followed this up with definite proposals in 1958. 

Already aware of a road project for an expressway between Tokyo and Kobe, 
the committee considered whether this would give sufficient relief to the Tokaido 
Line to make a new line unnecessary. They found that (under what must be 
presumed to be conditions of free competition) the new road would attract only 
10 percent of the passenger and 5 percent of the freight traffic from the railway, 
even with the present standard of service by rail. With the kind of service 
to be provided by the new line, the proportion of passengers expected to be 
attracted to road would fall to 6 percent. 

More than half the total passengers carried by Japanese National Railways 
represent season-ticket suburban travel for which the new road would not cater: 
the loss to road (assessed from a close geographical analysis) would occur in 
ordinary passenger travel. 

Of the freight traffic, a high proportion passes to and from works sidings, and 
raw materials such as coal, timber, and stone cannot bear high rates. Traffic 
which can bear high rates is already being carried increasingly by road over 
quite long distances, but the tonnage is a negligible proportion of the total rail 

-arryings. 
ROAD NO ALTERNATIVE 


The new road, they decided, would not attract enough traffic to qualify as 
an alternative to a new main-line railway. This conclusion is particularly in- 
teresting because of the terms on which the new railway and the new road will 
compete. Both will be expected to pay their way, and although this is a com- 
mon enough basis of railway economics, it is not so often encountered with roads. 

What in effect the Japanese have decided is that the cost of creating a trunk- 
road system which can exploit potential road transport developments should 
be a charge on transport operation, not on public funds. In 1952, central and 
local government were empowered to build public roads and recover the cost 
by charging tolls, the initial outlay being covered by Government loans. In 
1956, a state corporation, the Highway Public Corp., was set up to take over all 
toll-road construction and operation, and empowered to issue bonds for public 
subscription as well as borrow at home and abroad. Road construction and 
maintenance in the ordinary way and by the usual agencies continues: but the 
development of the national trunk-road plan is in the hands of the corporation, 
which is expected to pay its way taking one year with another, and publish an 
annual balance sheet and statement of profit and loss. 
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In the case of a national expressway, like that between Tokyo and Kobe, it is 
laid down by statute that the toll charged “shall be enough to cover such ex- 
penses for the construction, reconstruction, and other administration as are 
designated by cabinet order and shall be fair and proper.” Part of this par- 
ticular expressway, already under construction for the 130 miles between 
Nagoya and Kobe, will be finished in 1962. The tolls to be charged on it are 
reckoned to bring in a revenue equivalent to about 75 percent of what users 
will save by using the road. The yen currently being worth 1,000 to the pound, 
these charges range from just over 2d. to just over 7d. 


Total rates per vehicle kilometer (Nagoya-Kobe Expressway) 


Class of vehicles Tolls (yen) 


GOON GRYDS 625 os ects at ie ei eee eee 9 
en Crees Ure T Cite a i co ees ee a oe te ee 10 
iene CRMCRB OUNCE 5: TOU sie oe ae ee ee 15 
need EGGS COUR DO CONG a 6 ei ss seis ecm = 20 
DRE CATC so. 3 a no sn rs i a ea ell 7 
ee > CHUN 2 a on ae a ren ee ae oe ee eee 7 
eee (up te TC passengers) = so os on need oe eee ee 15 
es: CONES CU PROD) is os ee eh eee ee 20 


Tolls and concession revenues are expected to amortize funds for the con- 
struction within 24 years. 

If the national product continues to grow at the predicted rate and provides 
enough traffic for both the new railway and the new road, the terms on which 
the two will compete seem to offer fair grounds for the confidence of the rail- 
ways in their ability to maintain their share of the traffic. Their rival will be 
a modern, high-speed, high-capacity dual carriageway trunk road, complete with 
cloverleaf layouts at its few junctions and microwave and very high frequency 
communications for traffic regulations, patroling, and administration. 

Other possible alternatives to a new railway were considered. Coastwise 
shipping plays an important part along the route, but since the coastal fleet was 
rehabilitated after the war respective shares of the traffic have kept stable, and 
unless its rates structure is revised—which there is no reason to expect—coast- 
wise shipping is not likely to increase its share at the expense of rail. 

Air transport developments are not expected to attract any significant number 
of passengers from the railways. 


BOLD YET LOGICAL 


The case for a new mainline railway along the Tokaido route, as developed by 
the committee, was supported by the findings of Japanese National Railways 
themselves. The design for its implementation is nothing if not bold, yet in 
essence profoundly logical. 

If the existing Tokaido line were to accommodate the traffic expected in 1975, 
its capacity would have to be raised from the present 120 to 260 trains per day 
each way. Since it is, once clear of the extremely busy suburban networks 
round Tokyo and Osaka, mainly double track, the standard solution would be 
to lay an extra pair of tracks. This could separate fast traffic from slow and 
more than double the capacity of the route. 

But there were serious objections to the standard solution. It would have 
meant enormous expense: reconstruction of existing terminals, both freight 
and passenger and buying the necessary land in builtup areas. The existing 
line has 1,060 level crossings, and so many of these would have to stay that the 
scope for high-speed running would be severely limited. Nor could advantage 
be taken of the lower installation costs of alternating current electrification, 
because the present line is on the direct current system. 

The Japanese therefore reverted to a plan, formulated before the war, to 
build an entirely separate, more direct main line between Tokyo and Osaka, 
310 miles long and shorter by 30 miles than the present Tokaido line between 
these points. Some of the land had in fact been bought, and work on certain 
tunnels started before 1941, when development was suspended. 

The conception of a new and separate line made it possible to build to standard 
(4 feet 814 inches) gage. 

The new line would be used for fast passenger and freight trains. Since 
the difference between the permissible speeds of freight and passenger trains 
is greater on a narrow gage than on a standard gage line the latter could 
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have more trains as well as higher capacity trains. At the same time, a 
standard gage line would allow higher absolute speeds for both freight and 
passenger trains. 

Against the extra cost of constructing a standard gage line, comes the say- 
ing resulting from freedom to electrify on the alternating current system and 
the saving from not having to construct physical connections between the new 
line and the old. On this basis, it is claimed that a standard gage line would 
actually be cheaper to construct, although the argument appears to be valid 
only as an alternative to a duplicate narrow gage line and not to a separately 
routed one. The further argument that a standard gage line can better exploit 
modern railway developments is more soundly based. 

The Japanese seem willing to accept the traffic implications of a separate 
standard gage line. Since its purpose is to share the burden of increased 
traffic along the route, it will serve, in addition to Tokyo and Osaka at either 
end, a limited number (in fact as few as possible) of important intermediate 
centers, where passengers and freight can be exchanged between old and new 
lines. Inconvenience to passengers at the intermediate points will be minimized 
by the design of the stations, and luggage will be transhipped free of charge, 
Transfer of freight traffic will be simplified by the fact that on the new line most 
of it will be carried on the piggyback system. But the main function of the 
new line, so far as freight is concerned will be to convey comparatively long- 
distance traffic between the industrial areas at either end of the line, and the 
intermediate centers at Shizuoka and Nagoya while the slow-moving heavy 
station and works traffic continues to use the old route. 

The new line will be constructed to very generous standards. There will be 
no level crossings, the maximum gradient will be 1 in 100, and there will be no 
curves of less than 124 chains radius. One of the tunnels will be 4.9 miles long. 
Multiple-unit electric trains are to run at 155 miles-per-hour maximum and 
106 miles-per-hour average. Reports say that to allow trains to pass at these 
speeds, tracks will be laid wider apart than usual, while excessive air com- 
pression will be avoided, making tunnels as high as a three-story building. 
Freight trains, hauled by electric locomotives, will travel at 93 miles-per-hour 
maximum and 56 miles-per-hour average. 


A £170 MILLION PROJECT 


The total cost of the project including land (2,595 acres), construction and 
rolling stock is estimated at £170 million, increased to £193 million by provision 
for interest on borrowings during the construction period. It is considered pos- 
sible to build the line in 5 years; during this period, there would be no redemp- 
tion of the loan, which would be spread over 15 years. On the assumption that 
the whole of the capital required was borrowed at 7 percent interest, and re 
deemed by equal annual installments over 15 years, the economics of the scheme 
are illustrated by the following figures, starting at 19638: 


{Millions of dollars] 


Present line New line | 
a 5D ____| Combined 
| net profit ! 
Revenue Operating | Revenue Operating 
ratio | ratio 
1963 - - Fi itiikek ‘ 246.8 ate crates ‘ ane pai 107.4 
SNS Sb ee Bbw en 140.0 81 154.9 51 | 66.4 
1965 ; 137. 1 83 159.7 | 48 | 70.4 
1966 141.9 81 | 171.7 | 44 | 86.9 
1967 147.0 80 | 178.9 | 4] 99.2 
1968____. 152.2 78 186.0 | 39 | 111.1 
1969 ar x 157.4 77 193. 5 36 | 122.9 
1970__-- : : 161.8 76 200.0 34 133.8 
4 re 167.4 75 207.3 32 146. 1 
1972 5 : ; 72.2 74 214. 1 31 157.5 
1973 = 176.9 73 221.2 29 169.4 
1974 5 ; i 182. 1 72 228. 2 27 181.3 
1975- : ; 187.0 71 234.9 26 191.9 


Expenditure. 


Operating ratio= = 100 
(Operating : Revenue ) 


1 After provision for redemption at 36,700,000 per annum from 1964 onward. 
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The profits on the present Tokaido line are important to JNR as an offset to 
other less remunerative lines. The fall in net revenue in the period 1964-67 
will therefore cause some short-term financial strain but it is not proposed to 
meet it by increasing charges. The subsequent picture is rosy enough to justify 
tiding over the period by borrowing on revenue account, in the interests of 
achieving complete redemption of the capital loan by 1975. 


NINETY PERCENT FEWER STAFF 


The forecast of traffic levels on which these revenue figures are based have al 
ready been explained. The operating costs which will produce such astound- 
ingly low operating ratios on the new line are to be achieved by rationalizing 
management and administration, by highly efficient maintenance techniques, and 
py the fact that, with a piggyback service based on so few stations, operating 
staff will only amount to some 10 percent of the number required on the existing 
line. 

It will be observed that the operating ratio on the existing line, which is ex 
pected to stand at 57 in 1963, will be higher at 71 in 1975. Although revenue 
will have fallen, the ton-miles on the existing line will have risen from 7.581 
millions in 1964 to 10,563 millions in 1975, while expenditure will have fallen 
from $139.4 million in 1963 to $132.3 million. The explanation must lie in the 
fact that though the line will clearly be operated much more efficiently, it will be 
carrying a higher proportion of low-rated traffic. Moreover ali these figures 
must be read in the light of the fact that wages in Japan are low. 

On the commercial side, passenger fares and freight rates will be the same 
between any two points on the new line, or between a point on the new line and 
a point on the old, as between the corresponding points on the present line. This 
amounts to a slight surcharge, as the distance will usually be rather shorter. <A 
small supplement will be charged on the express passenger trains, but the piggy- 
pack door-to-door freight service will cost the customer no more than through- 
out charges by the existing line, and save packing costs. 

For their money, passengers will be able to travel between Tokyo and Osaka, 
the first and second cities of Japan, in 3 hours—the present fastest train takes 
6 hours 56 minutes—and will ride in coaches 11 feet or more wide, air-condi- 
tioned and proofed against sound and vibration. Freight trains will reduce the 
journey time from 1144 hours to 5% hours. 

Whatever the economics of the scheme, railwaymen in many countries will 
envy their colleagues in Japan, the opportunity to plan a railway with gradients, 
alinement, loading gage and terminals all designed to realize to the full the 
potentialities of modern motivepower and signaling techniques. More power to 
their elbows! 

Vice Chairman McMitian. We expect to conclude the hearings 
this afternoon. However, the hearings will be held open until next 
Thursday for the purpose of giving anyone who cares to submit a 


statement an opportunity to send it to the clerk of the committee for 
that purpose. 


The committee stands adjourned. 
(Whereupon, at 5:05 p.m. the hearings were adjourned.) 


55285-—60 18 








The consultant’s report which follows provides background for 
evaluating the organization now being considered to develop rapid 
transit in the National Capital region, particularly as outlined in 
S. 3193 and H.R. 11135. It supplements earlier public hearings and 
other committee staff studies on the same subject. 
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CONSULTANT’S LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 


Hon. ALAN BrIsxe, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems. 

a AR SENATOR Brsze: In accordance with our contract of January 
22, 1960, we have conducted a study of the work programs undertaken 
by transit development organizations in other cities, with particular 
stress upon San Francisco, Philadelphia, and Chicago. Our research 
has enabled us to formulate a desirable program of activities for a 
transportation agency in the Washington metropolitan area, the 
details of which are set forth in our attached report. 

During the course of the study we have received very helpful 
cooperation from several individuals and organizations. We are 
particularly indebted for the generous time and assistance provided by 
Mr. Keneth M. Hoover, chief engineer of the Bay Area Rapid Transit 
District, formerly staff director of the W ashington area mass transpor- 
tation survey. However, neither Mr. Hoover, nor others who have 
helped us, bear any responsibility for the recommendations made 
herein, which are entirely our own. 

It has been a pleasure to serve you in this intriguing assignment 
which is so strongly affected with the public interest. 

Yours respectfully, 
Rosert L. Banks, 
Transportation Consultant. 
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RECOMMENDED WORK PROGRAM FOR A TRANSPORTATION 


DEVELOPMENT AGENCY IN THE WASHINGTON METRO- 
POLITAN AREA 


INTRODUCTION 
Assumptions 


This report is based on the fundamental assumption that the 
National Capital metropolitan area will have, at some time in the 
not too distant future, a transportation development agency. Some- 
what later, it is assumed, this development agency will be sueceeded 
by a transportation operating organization. It is not the purpose of 
the report to define where these organizations should fit within the 
governmental framework, nor to indicate in any explicit fashion what 
their powers and authorities ought to be. The purpose of the report 
is, rather, to indicate a desirable program of activities for a transpor- 
tation development agency irrespective of its position in the govern- 
mental structure. It is further assumed that land acquisition and the 
construction of new facilities may prove, in whole or part to be the 
responsibility of either development or operating organizations, or of 
both of them, or to some extent may be undertaken by extant Govern- 
ment agencies. 

Scope of report 

The work program outlined herein is designed to secure effective 
activities by a transportation development agency which is so organ- 
ized that at some later date it may, if desired, succeed itself as an 
operating organization. 

Agency’s responsibilities 

In the context defined above it is assumed that the primary duties 
of a transportation development agency would be three in number. 
A basic responsibility would be to reassess, adjust, and update the 
mass transportation survey.' A second major responsibility would 
be to complete a balanced transportation plan to the extent that this 
is not now provided for the Washington metropolitan area by (1) the 
National Capital region transportation plan of 1959; (2) the local 
transportation and transit operations; and (3) the existing programs 
for metropolitan highway development. The third area to which 
such an agency would devote itself would be to take such initial action 
to implement the balanced transportation plan as the public interest 


may require in the period prior to the establishment of an operating 
organization. 





' National Capital Planning Commission, National Capital Regional Planning Council. Transportation 
Plan, National Capital Region. The Mass Transportation Survey Report, 1959. Washington, Super- 
intendent of Documents, 1959. 
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Work programs 
Several activities which we believe to be appropriate for a trans- 
portation development agency have been organized in the following 
report into a series of w ork programs (see chart 1), each of which 
is separately described beginning at the indicated page, as follows: 
Action area: 
Work program: Page 
A. Immediate action 280 
1. Biexiniiec tise or existing transit... ook ice ck ke 280 
2. New services on existing facilities _ —_ : 283 
B. Community development-_---- ----- 226 
and 
C. Technical development-- - - - - _. 286 
1 Review and reassess the mass transportation survey — 
. Clarify desirable metropolitan objectives _- - -- initeeae Ge 
Determine the system to be employed - so), | 
Determine and engineer specific routes and facilities . 999 
Test alternative operating arrangements and apply specific 
service standards____---- cs ; 294 
6. Develop financial analyses - - - - - ae 295 
D. Education_-- sles aed 297 
1. General benefits of improved tr: ansport: ition _ - - ore 
2. Agency goals and achievements- - --- ; ee 298 
E. Administrative --- penne eee : 299 


Resulting action 


Each work program consists of a number of separate projects, 
which would be carried out by various agency components as shown 
in chart 2, in accordance with the time “schedule shown in chart 3. 
most of these projects involve preliminary research, data gathering, 
analysis, testing, planning, study, evaluation, and/or assessment. 
With respect to each such project, it is to be expected that the agency 
will reach certain conclusions as to methods, procedures, or desirable 
improvements in Washington metropolitan area transportation facili- 
ties, services, and organizational arrangements. Each such conclusion 
may indicate the need for subsequent action by the agency itself, or 
in the alternative, it may suggest the need for action by others either 
on their own initiative, or after persuasion by the agency. In some 
cases, additional legislation may be required as a prerequisite to con- 
elusive action. It is not the purpose of the recommended work pro- 
gram which follows to suggest which course of action may be appro- 
priate in each instance. This will depend entirely upon the findings 
which result from the work to be done in the areas requiring investi- 
gation. 
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IMMEDIATE ACTION 
WORK PROGRAM TO MAXIMIZE USE OF EXISTING TRANSIT 


This program will be the responsibility of the Community Develop. 
ment Staff, with substantial assistance from the Technical Develop- 
ment Staff, and cooperative effort from other staffs, as appropriate, 

1. Research and action on improvements in existing bus service: 
This project will examine the fare structures, routes, schedules, and 
connections offered by existing bus services. It will tabulate, analyze. 
and assess such matters as the location of physical facilities, head- 
ways, and loading, unloading, and transfer point arrangements and 
facilities, so as to determine the optimum arrangements which may 
be feasible without fundamental change in the characteristics of, or 
major increments to capital investment in existing bus transit facilities, 

The project will explicitly consider the possibility of pooled service 
between the several bus firms in Maryland, Virginia, and the District 
of Columbia, for the purpose of eliminating the present on-street 
terminals, and securing through routing of buses. In short, this 
project will review existing bus transportation physical operations, 
and act to insure that they are organized so as to maximize attractive- 
ness to the public. 

2. Study the possibilities for more bus routings on present freeways 
and on new freeway sections, as these are built. As a subordinate 
project in this area, study the possibility and desirability of building 
bus shelters and bus access roads to, from, on, and at existing freeways 
and parkways. 

3. Explore, with the Department of Interior and the National Park 
Service, the possibility of securing a policy alteration by those agencies 
which would permit the operation of common carrier buses on all 
parkways in the National Capital region. 

4. Review and act upon the reservation of lanes for transit on 
arterial streets and on the trans-Potomac bridge crossings. Also re- 
view and act upon the reservation for transit’s exclusive use (perhaps 
at first in rush hours only), of certain streets in the central business 
district, such as F and G, which are relatively unsuitable for auto- 
mobile traffic, and which can be more efficiently utilized if so reserved. 
It seems certain that the minor past experiments of this nature have 
been inadequate to measure the potential contribution of such meas- 
ures toward transportation improvement in this area. 

5. Investigate and act to secure traffic engineering adjustments 
which would, to a greater extent than at present, give preference to 
the movement of public transportation vehicles in the urban and 
suburban traffic stream. The advantages and dimensions of such a 
policy, and procedures for implementing it, are detailed in an essay 
entitled “The Case for Preferential Traffic Regulations for Transit 
Vehicles,” by Martin C. Stark, which appeared in Urban Land 
Institute Technical Bulletin No. 26, of June 1955. Stark suggested 
13 specific remedies which would. individually or together result in 
speeding up mass transportation service. He found that such a policy 
could be sold to motorists by educating them to the probability that 
if it were adopted those who were persuaded to use transit would find 
it faster, whereas those who chose to continue to use automobiles 
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would also move faster because of the reduction in numbers of auto- 
mobiles competing for street space. 

6. Review all past proposals respecting transit improvement. 
Many of those which have been acted upon only to a limited extent 
or not at all seem meritorious, especially (a) Imposition of limitations 
and restrictions on downtown curb parking and Government free 
parking ; (b) provision of more and better fringe parking (by ‘“‘better,” 
in this context, is meant individual lots of greater size and possibly 
improved location; larger lots would permit the operation of fringe lot 
bus service at much more frequent intervals than is presently the case) ; 
(c) extension and improvement of existing express bus routes, particu- 
larly, those which operate between the central business district of 
Washington and points in Maryland and Virginia; (d) provision of 
adequate shelters and benches at transfer points; (e) paving the dirt 
space between some bus stops and setback sidewalks where this is 
presently lacking; (f) the operation of skip-stop buses to eliminate 
halts at less important designated bus stops; and (g) expansion of 
areas served by electronically controlled signal systems adjusted to 
the pace and volume of traffic, such as have been extensively employed 
in Baltimore. 

7. Study whether it is practical to induce a closer correlation 
between bus schedules and fluctuations in traffic volume. This means 
much wider experimentation with bus ‘‘tripper” runs which do not 
operate the complete length of their assigned route, but rather turn 
back or terminate prior to reaching the established route terminals. 
This would provide neighborhoods of heavy population density with 
headways adequate to accommodate their needs without inhibiting 
the development of through service via the same routes to outlying 
light density areas. At the same time, if such schedules can be 
arranged without undue increase in nonrevenue mileage, the bus 
firms would be relieved of the excess capacity which may accrue from 
through terminal-to-terminal operation on routes where traffic density 
fluctuates severely between inner and outer terminals. 

8. Assess the feasibility of application to the Washington metro- 
politan area of use (sales) taxes on off-street commercial parking, 
such as are levied in Philadelphia. There, where a 10. percent tax is 
imposed on commercial parking, it serves a doubly useful purpose. 
First, it discourages the use of automobiles in congested areas, and, 
second, it provides an additional source of municipal revenue. 

9. Study, preferably in conjunction with the Metropolitan Regu- 
latory Agency, the District of Columbia Motor Vehicle Parking 
Agency, and similar agencies in other jurisdictions, whether it may 
not be desirable to regulate, to a greater extent than at present, the 
rates and charges imposed by off-street parking operators. Among 
the measures which might here be considered is a suggestion which 
has been advanced from time to time (most recently by R. Gilman 
Smith, of W. R. Gilman & Co., see Mass Transportation, September 
1955) that the economics of lot operation, mass transportation, and 
city traffic congestion would all be favorably affected by the use of 
rate structures designed to favor short, rather than long-term parking. 

10. Investigate the possibility of extending area coverage of park- 
ing meters for on-street parking, both adjacent to Washington’s 
central business district, and elsewhere. 
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11. Review and act upon the obvious community advantage which 
flows from more and quicker transit extension to new light density 
neighborhoods. Especially focus on narrowing the time gap between 
development of new suburban subdivisions and the inauguration of 
direct or adjacent transit service. 

12. Investigate all relevant factors, and take indicated action on 
the oft-proposed but never consummated downtown off-street bus 
terminal cum office building. Such a project should be explored not 
only in the central business district of the District of Columbia, but 
also in the older and more congested central areas of such suburban 
communities as Silver Spring and Arlington. 

13. Study and evaluate the possibilities for greater integration of 
present schoolbus routes with transit operations. 

14. Conduct an extensive interview program with various impor- 
tant elements of the community whose views are sometimes ignored 
in transportation planning. Among the organizations which ought 
to be covered in such a program are the Police Department; Fire 
Department; building departments; building managers; school au- 
thorities; recreation departments; and labor union councils. Sugges- 
tions for transit adjustments or improvements which may be available 
from each of these, and other similar groups, should be solicited. 

15. Conduct research into bus operations of the local transit firms 
to determine their views on obstacles which presently preclude opti- 
mum operation. After due consideration, the agency can perhaps 
act to modify or overcome these, or effect improvements in the 
situation. This project should also involve a study which compares 
the direct and overhead costs of local transit firms with those of other 
metropolitan cities, and conclude with a management and engineering 
study of present administrative, financial, and operating practices 
to determine those which are susceptible of improvement. 

16. The internal assessment of transit firm operations should be 
accompanied by comprehensive studies embracing transit: (a) Riding 
trends relative to fare fluctuations; (6) fare relationships with general 
inflationary trends and costs of alternative transport facilities, such 
as automobiles; (c) equipment replacement policies; and (d) labor 
contracts. This will serve both to disclose present improvement 
possibilities and also to provide a basis for future planning. 

17. Determine whether there are any unimportant and unnecessary 
services presently provided which are susceptible of elimination. 

18. At the conclusion of the preceding series of projects, the agency 
ought, in addition to undertaking such action(s) as the public interest 
may require, establish explicit criteria for bus operations in the Na- 
tional Capital region. These would relate to operations being con- 
ducted (a) at the present time; (6) in the interim period during 
construction and organization of fundamental improvements in 
transit service; and (c) at that ultimate time when fundamental 
transportation improvements have been attained in major part. 
They would distinguish between through bus service between suburban 
areas and downtown Washington and those feeder bus lines which 
would complement the proposed rapid transit system. These cri- 
teria, which the agency should attempt uniformly to have applied 
throughout the Washington metropolitan area would relate to such 
matters as speed, comfort, convenience, connections, headways, 





cap 
ten: 
] 
feas 
con 
bot. 
of t 
offic 

2 
for 
Cay 
rev 
req) 
be | 
cen 
faci 
con 
arr! 
are 
of t 
pro: 
of s 
long 
Asi 
and 


mel 


WwOl 


T 
dev 
upo 
regi 
rail 
1 
pas 
rap 
tior 
reqi 
a st 
cati 
tior 
(b) 

bus 
cert 
reg 
pas: 
den 
vier 
thr 
ext 
nee 


h 
y 
n 


of 


yn 
us 
Ot 
ut 
in 


of 


yT'~ 
e(| 
ht 
ire 
ju- 
eS- 


dle 


ms 
ti- 
ps 
he 
res 
her 
ing 


Ces 


be 
ing 
ral 
uch 
bor 
ent 


ary 


ney 
rest 
Na- 
‘on- 
ring 
in 
ntal 
art. 
‘ban 
hich 
cri- 
lied 
such 
ays, 


NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1960 2S3 


capacity to be provided, appearance of the vehicles, safety and main- 
tenance standards, and the intensity of spatial coverage. 

19. Review, determine, and take action upon projects of indicated 
feasibility, in which participation by the business (and government) 
community is essential, and which would have a favorable impact on 
both transit use and diminishment of traffic congestion. Examples 
of this type of activity are “Ride and Shop Plans,” and staggered 
office hours. 

90. Investigate the possibilities for use of tax abatement as a device 
for improving the overall transportation situation in the National 
Capital region. Though this means loss of State and community 
revenue, such loss must be weighed against prospective expenditure 
required to accomplish the same purposes. Such abatements might 
be of two types. The first could be to businessmen with shopping 
center investments, who are presently losing trade due to inadequate 
facilities for the encouragement and accommodation of those who 
come by transit. Whereas it is true that the majority of shoppers 
arrive by automobile at most suburban shopping locations, yet there 
are many where transit riders may amount to as much as one-third 
of the total potential number of customers. Conceivably, some real 
property tax relief as a quid pro quo for construction and maintenance 
of shelters, benches, and service lanes for transit users might, in the 
long run, benefit not only the businessman, but also the community. 
Asecond type of possible tax abatement would involve relief from gas 
and other highway-user taxes in return for specified service improve- 
ments or expansion to be provided by transit firms. 

WORK PROGRAM RELATED TO NEW SERVICES ON EXISTING FACILITIES 

This program, which would be conducted by the community 
development, technical development, law and finance staffs, is based 
upon the assumption that the railroads serving the National Capital 
region would cooperate in serious investigations of the feasibility of 
rail commuter service. It would include such projects as these: 

1. Study explicitly the extent to which rail lines now having 
passenger service could, if substituted for proposed entirely new rail 
rapid transit routes, meet the needs disclosed by the mass transporta- 
tion survey and thus permit corresponding reductions in investment 
requirements for transportation in metropolitan Washington. Such 
a study would comprehend such items as (a) ascertainment, specifi- 
cation and cost determination of new or additional physical installa- 
tions which may be required on existing rail lines to meet this objective; 
(b) the various problems involved in setting up and operating feeder 
bus services to and from Union Station (and perhaps radiating from 
certain suburban stations), for example: who would operate and 
regulate such services, and their promotion to attract maximum 
passenger volumes; (c) the impact of transfer at Union Station on 
demand for such service; (d) a market survey involving home inter- 
Views in the inner and outer suburban rings to measure more precisely 
through sampling and other modern market research techniques the 
extent to which such a service might attract patronage; and (e) the 
needed fare and schedule structure for rail and joint rail-bus service. 
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2. Study the extent to which railroad commuter service would be 
needed irrespective of the new express transit routes contemplated by 
the mass transportation survey. 

3. Study the extent to which rail lines which now lack passenger 
service could meet the transportation requirements disclosed by the 
mass transportation survey (as subsequently adjusted or revised) 
through connections with the proposed rapid transit lines or with 
expanded rail commuter services. This would involve a thorough 
inventory of physical facilities, actual and potential; a survey of 
community benefits from such service; and an engineering assessment 
of the costs and problems which may be anticipate ed from i inauguration 
of relatively high-speed, frequent-headway passenger service on such 
low density under-maintained railroad rights-of-way as the Wash- 
ington and Old Dominion, the Georgetown branch of the Baltimore 
and Ohio, the Rosslyn Connecting Railroad (including a platform at 
the Pentagon disuse d since World ‘War IT) and the Anac ostia trackage 
of the Baltimore and Ohio which serves Bolling Air Force Base and 
other Government facilities in that area. The major focus of this 
activity would be to determine whether the mass transportation 
survey has made maximum use of potential inherent in the existing 

rail lines. If, after such studies, it appears that such facilities could 
be used more extensively, the agency should initiate steps to acquire 
these lines, or rights to their use for passenger service. 

4. If the projects outlined above disclose both feasibility in the 
physical sense, and also a latent demand for rail suburban service, 
then the agency should institute a study of the financial arrangements 
to govern such service. This would involve a comprehensive investi- 
gation in several areas as follows: 

(a) Legal and contractual: A precedent exists for community pur- 
chase of rail suburban service in the arrangements now effective in 
the Philadelphia area. Those, however useful as a guide, would repre- 
sent only a point of departure for negotiations in Washington since 
there are several significant differences between the situation in the 
National Capital and that which obtains in Philadelphia. Among 
the most important are the fact that in Philadelphia all purchased 

rail service has thus far actually been conducted within the city limits, 
whereas in the National Capital region several independent political 
jurisdictions are involved. A second relevant difference relates to the 
fact that in Philadelphia the Passenger Service Improvement Corp. 
essentially augments existing service, whereas in Washington the ex- 
tant suburban service is so limited that such arrangement would, for 
all practical purposes, be tantamount to inauguration of a previously 

nonexistent service. 

(b) Cost: A second major area requiring investigation would be 
the cost of a new rail suburban service and the extent to which it 
would be defrayed by prospective revenues. Since railroads are typi- 

cally characterized by common, joint, and overhead costs, determina- 
tion of ‘the’ cost incurred by any particular service, actual or hypo- 
thetical, is a difficult and far from precise matter. Thus cost analyses 
for a proposed commuter service should ce: arefully explore the prob- 
ability of substantial variations between fully burdened and inere- 
mental cost of the proposed service, A distribution to the proposed 
suburban service of a portion of railroad fixed costs would burden 
such service with more expense than the railroad could avoid in its 
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absence. It is therefore of major consequence to understand that a 
new service will be beneficial to the railroads if it brings them revenues 
which exceed, to however small an extent, the directly variable costs 
of the commuter service, plus the full costs of any new facilities de- 
voted solely to such service. Obviously, if a share of Union Station’s 
sunk or unavoidable cost is imposed upon a new commuter service, 
this will substantially raise the cost of such service and correspondingly 
reduce its attractiveness to the potential ridership. Moreover, the 
return on investment to which the railroads might be entitled is a 
special subject warranting special attention. In our view, the return 
on investment solely related to new commuter service ought to be 
established at levels which have been found desirable for a healthy 
railroad industry. Where the new service makes use of facilities 
already devoted in whole or in part to other traffic, it is an open 
question whether the new service should be burdened with a return 
which has in fact been unearned on such facilities when used by such 
other traffic. 

(c) When the cost analysis is completed an allocation of financial 
responsibility among the several benefited communities must then be 
determined. 

(d) Negotiation for financial support from benefited communities 
follows, subsequent to which it should be possible to secure inaugura- 
tion of such service as has proven to be physically feasible, in demand, 
and financially supportable. 

5. Concurrent with the above studies is one which would consider 
various alternative arrangements by which a pattern of rail service 
might be secured. ‘Thus, the rail lines could operate the service for 
their own account, or as agents for the communities, or perhaps a new 
organization could be formed to operate its own equipment with its 
own personnel over the railroads’ rights-of-way pursuant to some 
sort of joint facility arrangement, such as now obtains between rail- 
road companies. Each of these schemes has advantages and offsets; 
all merit investigation. 

6. To maximize advantage from, and minimize expense of, new rail 
commuter service, the agency should prepare legislation (a) granting 
Federal income tax relief to the railroads on revenues received from 
it, and (6) relieving the railroads from ad valorem taxation on new 
hysical property devoted solely to Washington’s commuter service. 

hus the cost of such service, and consequently the fares which must 
be charged, could be placed on a level more competitive with non-taxed 
highway facilities. 

7. Conduct a special study of the feasibility of joint simultaneous 
operation by rail rapid transit cars and standard railroad passenger 
equipment (or new equipment acquired to provide passenger service 
for the suburban communities on the existing rail lines) through the 
central business district tunnel sections envisioned by the mass 
transportation survey. It appears that the inconvenient location of 
Union Station vis-a-vis most downtown employment centers may be 
a major handicap to rail suburban service, involving as it does a 
necessary transfer arrangement and the use of feeder buses. Whereas 
a service of the latter type conceivably would meet the needs of the 
community during an interim period, long range planning by the 
agency should investigate possibilities for extension of rail passenger 
service from Union Station to one or more downtown locations more 
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convenient to the concentration of workers in the Federal Triangle-F 
Street area. This would involve running rail cars through Union 
Station into a connection with a proposed E Street tunnel. Then 
following the contemplated rapid transit system route on E and 12th 
Street such rail passenger service might rejoin the mainline railroad 
tracks at a point near the Bureau of Engraving. 

In essence this activity would be devoted towards determining the 
feasibility of extending rail commuter service from its present terminal 
to downtown locations more convenient for the majority of potential 
commuters. 

8. Subsequent to these studies of, and action towards improving, 
existing rail and bus transportation service in the area, it is necessary 
that the agency develop a broad comprehensive plan for coordination 
or integration of such services with the new express transit system 
which may ultimately be required and constructed. Such a study 
would consider and resolve, among others, such issues as: (a) whether 
buses should compete with or feed the express transit facilities; or in 
part accomplish both purposes; (6) the assignment of new freeway 
routes to existing bus firms; and (c) whether and how the mass transit 
facilities to be built can best be linked, physically and by joint fare 
and service arrangements, with existing routes. 


CoMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND TECHNICAL DEVELOPMENT 


WORK PROGRAM: REVIEW AND REASSESS THE MASS TRANSPORTATION 
SURVEY 


This program would be the joint responsibility of the Community 
Development and Technical Development Staffs. 7 

1. Review the desirability of and the necessity for the large trans- 
portation investment suggested by the mass transportation survey, 
To accomplish this it will be necessary to review assumptions related 
to, and projections of (a) population growth; (6) traffic volume; (¢) 
travel behavior; (d) traffic assignments; (e) needed physical facilities; 
(f) employment; and (g) land use which are embodied in the mass 
transportation survey. Assessment of these should indicate whether 
the survey conclusions represented realistic objectives for metropolitan 
development. To the extent that they did not, and to the extent that 
certain assumptions or projections may warrant revision, the mass 
transportation survey should be adjusted and modernized to the 
extent that the agency finds appropriate. The completion of this 
large task will doubtless require specific individual projects such as 
are outlined below. 

2. Critical areas of the mass transportation survey which particu- 
larly need reexamination are as follows: (a) The assignment of pro- 
jected traffic between transit and highway facilities; (6) the extent to 
which survey conclusions were shaped (and perhaps limited) by pres- 
ently planned highway construction programs; (c) the use of current 
data in the economic base study by contrast with traffic volume pro- 
jections made from prior, and possibly outmoded, origin and destina- 
tion studies. This may indicate that new origin and destination 
surveys are, in whole or part, required for appropriate traffic projec- 
tions; (d) the omission of an origin and destination survey of transit 
riders (this omission should be rectified); (e) the assumption that the 
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proposed freeway system is to be capable of free traffic flow at all 
times, including peak periods, an assumption perhaps in conflict with 
justification of large investment in mass transportation to provide 
for marginal increments of peak period travel; (f) the assumption that 
existing land use trends will continue unaltered in the future; (g) the 
assumption that a normal home-to-work travel time will be between 
30 and 45 minutes; (h) the assumption that future travel costs will 
be the same, relative to income, as at present; (7) the use of a relatively 
untested “gravity model” technique for traffic projections (results 
derived from this method should be subjected to continuing statistical 
analysis to reduce the probability of estimation errors) ; (7) the absence 
of consideration for the impact of small cars upon the urban traffic 
stream; (k) the absence of specific relationships between the proposed 
transportation facilities, zoning development, and optimum land use 
plans. bes) a . . 

3. Prepare a comprehensive tristate inventory of all highway proj- 
ects in the National Capital region currently authorized or in the 
planning stage, programed or under construction. A similar com- 
pendium is also needed of all existing streets, their location, design, 
and capacity. 

4. Review the status of each authorized or programed highway 
project to determine whether it has been fully considered by the 
mass transportation survey, and where appropriate, whether (a) ade- 
quate design for future express transit is being or has been provided; 
and (b) whether design modification of several major traffic arteries 
(such as Rhode Island Avenue NE.; 16th Street NW.; Massachusetts 
Avenue NW. and SE.; Wisconsin Avenue NW.; Reno Road NW., 
South Capital Street, etc.), aimed at their conversion to limited ac- 
cess thoroughfares, might not accommodate, together with improved 
transit, anticipated traffic flows in lieu of freeway construction. 

5. Review all postwar economic, zoning, highway, land use, develop- 
ment, and planning studies which have been made in the National 
Capital region to assure that every worthwhile idea is considered. 

6. Make a special study of the movement of goods within the 
National Capital region to insure that requirements peculiar to this 
type of traffic have been properly recognized and provided for. This 
will necessitate extensive consultation with local trucking organiza- 
tions, railroads, airlines, parcel delivery services, teamster unions, 
and port organizations such as that of Alexandria. 

7. Upon conclusion of the above projects, formulate a broad scheme 
of assumed transportation requirements for both persons and goods, 
to be developed in 5-year stages from the date of its completion, to 
be used as a point of departure in agency planning. 

8. Insure that the formulated scheme will serve explicitly stated 
regional environmental objectives. (See “Work Program: Meeting 
Desirable Metropolitan Objectives.’’) 

9. Using the requirement pattern established above, develop a 
schedule of project responsibility and priorities indicating (a) which 
features of the overall plan are presently provided for by various 
passenger common carriers or highway authorities; (6) which can be 
expected to flow from the normal allocation of funds to highway 
building ; and (c) which will require extraordinary action to obtain. 

Is project schedule is to be developed in stages which correspond 
to the transportation requirement pattern described in project 7. 








ISS NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1960 


10. Send task forces of planners, engineers, and economists to study 
transport technology, land use planning, congestion control methods 
and urban development techniques used in other North American 
cities and in oversea areas, especially Japan, Germany, England 
Sweden, Australia, and the U.S.S.R. The stimulating advantages 
which come from firsthand interviews, access to information and 
observation have been recognized in such fields as housing and urban 
renewal, but are currently much neglected with respect to urban 
transportation. 

11. Gather pertinent reports and statistical data relating to (a) the 
economy, land use, population growth, and industrial development of 
the National Capital region; and (6) public transportation develop- 
ments and experience everywhere. These data should be analyzed 
recompiled, and indexed in suitable form for agency use. 


WORK PROGRAM: MEETING DESIRABLE METROPOLITAN OBJECTIVES 


This program would be primarily the responsibility of the Com. 
munity Development Staff, with substantial assistance from the 
Technical Development Staff, and cooperative effort from other staffs, 
as appropriate. 

1. The revised mass transportation survey and scheme of assumed 
transportation requirements described in the preceding work pro- 
gram should be reviewed for the specific purpose of ensuring that it 
will serve explicitly stated environmental objectives relating to the 
size, shape, density, and pattern of the metropolitan area, as these 
may be determined by the Congress, the National Capital Regional 
Planning Council, the National Capital Planning Commission, the 
Fine Arts Commission, and others. 

2. A plan for use in subsequent engineering work should be pre- 
pared, which relates proposed transportation facilities to zoning 

atterns and blight protection along rights-of-way and at station 

ocations. This plan should be develoned to insure that the design 
of the structures contributes to the sound development of abutting 
properties. 

3. Highway projects authorized, programed, and under construc- 
tion should be reviewed to determine if they meet the overall re- 
quirements of the revised mass transportation plan. 

4, A special study should be undertaken of desirable locations 
for high density suburban areas and transportation facilities ade- 
quate to meet their needs. Such a study should, of course, be co- 
ordinated with all interested local governmental bodies. 

5. The location and size of known, planned, and anticipated 
employment centers, and the work force at each, together with the 
points of home origin anticipated for such work forces, should be 
projected at intervals which correspond to the several stages in the 
scheme of assumed transportation requirements. 

6. Aspecial study should be made in this work program of the extent 
to which the use of highway or bridge tolls to support a balanced 
metropolitan transportation system may be a feasible objective. | 

e. A special study should be undertaken of the advantages which 
may accrue from provision of excess transport capacity in anticipation 
of future area growth. Such a study should be focused particularly 
upon the downtown Washington route segments which will u- 
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aa 


doubtedly constitute the bottleneck in any metropolitan area trans- 
ortation network. 

g. A special study of transportation terminal problems should be 
undertaken. This would consider the adequacy and impact of ter- 
minal facilities (i.e., parking facilities) in the central business district 
of the District of Columbia. It would also investigate whether 
Montgomery, Prince Georges, Arlington, Fairfax, and Alexandria 
have facilities adequate to accommodate the expected traffic growth, 
in their respective shopping and industrial areas, and whether these 
are designed and located in an optimum manner. 

9. A special study should be undertaken to determine whether 
downtown subway construction should be coordinated with a broad 
program of substreet pedestrian passageways. (‘This might be a net- 
work in the Federal Triangle-F Street area, which linked stores, transit 
stations and Federal office buildings with protected walkways, car- 
yeyors, or moving sidewalks.) 

10. In view of the expected upsurge of school populations, a special 
study should be made of the relationship of school locations, both 
present and planned, to the public transportation system. The 
results of this study should provide the agency with the conclusions 
it needs to plan specific routes and facilities in a manner which will 
meet transport needs of the future school population to the maximum 
extent. 

11. A special report should be prepared, after appropriate study, 
of the detrimental impact on transportation planning which flows 
from inconsistent and repeatedly revised policies pertaining to 
location and construction of Federal employment centers. 

12. This work program will require extensive collection of field 
data. This should be done through both office and home interviews 
on a carefully designed systematic sampling basis. Data collection 
objectives would be to establish individual motivations underlying 
use of various kinds of transportation; the image of a desirable type 
of public transportation and of the characteristics deemed most 
important for inclusion therein; the types of vehicles which are pre- 
ferred; the preferred types of structural design; and the factors which 
people like and dislike about transit. 


WORK PROGRAM: DETERMINING THE SYSTEM TO BE EMPLOYED 


This program would be executed primarily by the technical de- 
velopment staff, with assistance as required from the community de- 
velopment, law, and finance staffs. 

1. Review the traffic load of the principal travel corridors estab- 
lished by and provided for in the mass transportation survey and the 
transportation requirements scheme formulated by the agency, so as 
to determine movement capacity which must be provided by means 
other than automobiles. Appropriate distinctions are to be made at 
this point between the total traffic load in each corridor, its hourly 
distribution, and the degree of variation between minimum and peak 
requirements. 

2. Review the results of the interview motivation research, relating 
these to selection criteria for equipment and structures. 

3. Review the equipment and structural design recommendations of 
the mass transportation survey, so that these may be used as a point 
of departure for further investigation. 
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4. Develop systemwide criteria for use throughout the Nationg] 
Capitol region relating to (a) equipment and (6) structures, where re. 
quired. Separate criteria ought to be developed for vehicles confined 
to special structures, those which may freely use the highway plant 
and for systems using both facilities interchangeably. These should 
take into account load requirements, environment needs, and the de- 
sirable objective that the National Capital region provide a prototype 
which will facilitate the solution of urban transport problems in other 
metropolitan areas of the United States. 

Separate criteria are to be developed for— 

(a) Speed: The maximum attainable speed is an incidental 
matter. The significant goal is that the mass transportation 
facility possess an overall point-to-point speed, including inter- 
mediate stops, which is at least twice as fast as can be attained by 
automobile traffic; ; 

(6) Convenience: Ease of entrance, exit, and transfer are the 
important factors here as is accessibility to the highest possible 
proportion of travel generating locations; 

(c) Flexibility: The technical advantages which may accrue to 
vehicles confined to specially designed structures must be weighed 
against advantages which accrue from ability to operate both on 
such structures and also on streets and highways, or on other 
transportation systems such as railways. Intensive efforts seem 
warranted to develop designs which are interchangeable between 
highways and other structures; 

(d) Capacity: This factor is a coefficient of speed, load, fre- 
quency of stops and physical dimensions. Unless artificial re- 
strictions on growth are imposed, it would seem prudent to pro- 
vide a cushion of capacity in excess of needs anticipated at time 
of construction; 

(e) Comfort: Important in attracting desirable magnitudes of 
traffic are such factors as adequate seat dimensions; complete 
temperature control; smooth riding qualities; low noise levels 
adequate vision to outside views; and ample lighting at all times; 

(f) Safety: Equipment and structures must be designed for 
either manual, semiautomatic or completely automatic operation 
with fail-safe devices operative under all conditions; 

(g) Appearance: Ultra-modern design of stations, equipment, 
rights-of-way and structures is essential; 

(hk) Maintenance and operation: A lightweight, low-cost vehi- 
cle and structure are to be preferred. Design should contemplate 
10-year cycles for replacement of vehicular equipment; and 

(<) Clearance: Structures should be designed so that they can 
be used not only by express transit vehicles, but also used or 
easily converted for use by standard railroad equipment, standard 
motor vehicles, both passenger and freight, and by motor vehicles 
on rail flatears, if necessary. 

The criteria to be developed should be determined by agency per- 
sonnel, in coordination with transit operators and equipment manu- 
facturers, in a manner ultimately suitable, with minor adaptations, 
for widespread application in meeting the transportation requirements 
of many cities. 

5. Upon completion of criteria development, comprehensive tests 
should be conducted which examine and investigate every form of 
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transportation which is potentially useful in solving Washington’s 
metropolitan transportation problem. (It should be emphasized that 
about 45 different vehicle designs have been submitted to the engineers 
currently carrying out this type of research for the Los Angeles 
Metropolit: in Transit Authority.) These tests are basic to further 
planning of both vehicles and structures. In addition to conventional 
er and rail rapid transit cars, the various types of monorail must 
be explored, also carveyor, unibus, rubber tired trains, automatic 
guide buses, ro-railers, ground effect vehicles and all other equipment 
types with characteristics holding promise of ultimate feasibility. 
Ideas of equipment manufacturers, automotive, aircraft, rail and other, 
should be fully solicited and exploited. An integral part of this pro- 

am is the operation of a test track, lane or section especially designed 
c use in the engineering of transit vehicles. This would be analogous 
to the various testing stations operated by the Bureau of Public 
Roads for highway development. It would be operated under agency 
aegis and available to all manufacturers for prototype testing. 

A subordinate project would be the interchange of data and docu- 
ments with, and visits to, transit development and operating agencies 
in other cities such as San Francisco, Toronto, Cleveland, Boston, 
Los Angeles, London, Milan, and Tokyo, which have recent pertinent 
experience in equipment research, Likewise, equipment manufac- 
turers in Belgium, Switzerland, Italy, and Germany have advanced 
many design “concepts which seem unconventional to Americans but 
which are nonetheless interesting and of possible merit. 

6. Concurrent with exhaustive testing of vehicles and structures, 
the agency should conduct comprehensive studies on ancillary ap- 
paratus and procedures. These would cover such items as: 

(a2) Means of propulsion: The agency should investigate 
whether rocket fuels are suitable in any form for transportation 
use; and whether and how to provide for conversion to eventual 
atomic power sources; and whether it would be feasible to use 
industrial type electricity (as in France) in lieu of expensive 
power systems specially designed and constructed for transporta- 
tion purposes; 

(b) Centralized operating controls: The centralization of 
movement control in a single location is essential to meet modern 
supervisory and operating standards. It is important here that 
the possibilities of computer use for train and traffic control be 
thoroughly investigated, taking particular advantage of the 
pioneering researc h of this type which has recently been done in 
San Francisco; 

(c) Automatic operation of vehicles and/or trains: Completely 
automatic operation has been feasible on reserved rights-of-way 
for some years now; only psychological inhibitions preclude its 
adoption; 

(d) Automatic fare collection: The fare collection system ought 
to be simple, convenient, and efficient, but at the same time it 
ought to provide a maximum of alternatives for prospective 
passengers. The system ought to be selected only after a thor- 
ough investigation of the feasibility of using various combinations 
of ‘cash, tokens, charge-a-plates, and/or coded magnetic credit 

cards and/or other systems which may be available for testing 
or development; 
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(e) Modern machine accounting; 

(f) Modern maintenance and operating procedures; 

(g) Modernized working rules and conditions which will be 
consonant with the selected vehicle and structure system. At 
some close-to-conclusive point in the system selection procedure 
an estimated pay schedule by various required crafts, skills, 
and assignments should be prepared; 

(h) Safety research and signal systems, including investigation 
of vehicle movement control through radio or coded circuits; 

(i) Communication systems: A thorough investigation should 
be made of (1) systems which permit instantaneous radio com- 
munication between dispatchers and moving vehicles, such as 
have recently been installed at Chicago, and (2) closed circuit 
television use in routine transit operations; and 

(7) Public protection systems: Here again closed circuit TV 
may be utilized to monitor or keep under surveillance certain 
areas in which this may be appropriate for passenger protection. 

7. The agency’s findings on equipment and structures must be 
reviewed and related to the design of highways authorized and pro- 
rramed, to insure that such findings are not inconsistent with plans 
or joint highway-transit rights-of-way. 

8. At the conclusion of equipment and structural testing, specifica- 
tions should be prepared by the agency for guidance in the detailed 
engineering to follow. 


WORK PROGRAM—DETERMINATION AND ENGINEERING OF SPECIFIC 
ROUTES AND FACILITIES 


This program would be the joint responsibility of the community 
development and technical development staffs. 

1. Using findings of preceding work programs, select general loca- 
tion(s) of new express transit routes and ancillary parking facilities. 

2. Review again all current highway projects to determine extent 
to which these can accommodate selected routes. 

3. Conduct public hearings on routes selected. 

4. Taking into account the opinions expressed at such public hear- 
ings, information previously gathered by the agency, and such other 
guidance as may be available from advisory committees and other 
sources, make final decision on route and facility location. 

5. Prepare a detailed schedule of construction priorities which is 
related insofar as possible to (a) the transportation requirements 
scheme formulated by the agency, and (6) the highway construction 
program to be undertaken in the various jurisdictions of the National 
Capital region. Where appropriate, provide for initial bus operation 
to be succeeded by express transit facilities at later dates as traffic 
growth warrants. 

6. Undertake detailed locational and functional engineering, i.e., 
relate the specific transportation system which has been selected to the 
specific locations where it is to be applied. 

7. Plan land acquisition procedures: This would involve use of 
normal acquisition methods, and also a study of the incremental 
payout which may be possible from excess takings to defray in part, 
the capital costs of construction. Begin assembly of necessary rights- 
of-way. 
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8. Prior to complete engineering of stations, conduct a special study 
to determine desirable design standards for these important facilities. 
Insure that adequate consideration and/or provision has been given 
to or made for such factors as the following: 

(a) A three-platform design which provides separate platforms 
for boarding and alighting passengers, thus separating conflicting 
station traffic flows, enabling these to be handled simultaneously, 

) rather than in sequence. This type of arrangement pays for its 
extra construction costs by increased line capacity; 


| (b) Minimization of walking requirements through use of 

. escalators, ramps, moving belts, and similar devices; 

3 (c) Ample lighting everywhere; 

{ (d) Complete weatherproofing at surface or elevated stations; 

: <— Transparent glass construction to maximum extent pos- 
sible; 

a (f) Closed TV circuits as a public protection device; 

ss (g) Maximum access to the street, with entrances on all sides; 

e (h) Functional integration of turnstiles and fare system; 

» (¢) Manning schedules and personnel sites designed to accom- 

Ss modate requirements both for low-cost operation and also for the 
security provided by trained personnel; 

i- 


(7) Availability of schematic maps and telephone lines to a 

d central inquiry headquarters; 

(k) Change-making machines; 

(1) Attractive and sanitary comfort stations; 

(m) Advertising beyond the reach of vandals; 

(n) Concessions and their potential revenue contributions, 
including automatic vending machines; 
Ly (o) Accessibility to parking; 
(p) Well designed, conveniently situated, and amply pro- 


- vided seating facilities for waiting passengers; 
” (q) The possible inclusion of stores at the larger stations; 
at (r) The installation of a public address system which is both 
manually and automatically activated for public announcements 
of a significant nature and to alert waiting passengers to approach- 
rn ing service and its route and destination; and 
“i (s) Maximum use of attractive color in decor and flooring. 
- 9. A special study of parking facilities should be undertaken to 
‘4 determine (2) whether these should be operated by the transit system 
a itself, or as concessions ; (6) at each selected location, how many spaces 
a are required; (c) where each facility is to be placed vis-a-vis the ad- 
nal jacent transit stop; (d) the procedures to be followed in their operation ; 
sa and (¢) the revenues, expenses, and use to be anticipated from varying 
ffic levels of charges. Special attention should be paid to available de- 
| vices which permit completely automatic operation of these facilities. 
e _ 10. Geological and geophysical studies of tunnel sections. These 
the involve the collection and analysis of soil samples of submerged dirt 
and rock which could be collected from the highway departments, 
all or by new borings. ' wae 
aad 11. Evolve special tunnel design standards, investigating especially 
aah new facing materials which will minimize the dark, dank, and dreary 
he. environment of most subway tunnels. 


_ 12. Evolve similarly attractive design for elevated sections for use 
ifand when required. 
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13. Signal, utilities, and communication design should be subjects 
for functional and attractive design. 

14. Consult landscape architects to ensure that structural design 
is enhanced by simple and effective plantings and shrubbery. 

15. Plan yards, shops, and garages to take advantage of latest 
work-saving devices. 

16. Prepare construction plans on at least two alternative bases: 
(a) at minimum cost; and (6) for optimum benefit. 

17. Relate construction planning, through the community relations 
staff, so as to minimize interference with normal business activity, and 
maximize coordination with highway construction programs. 

18. Arrange for construction in accordance with priorities estab- 
lished by project 5, above. Let specific projects out for bid, negotiate 
with contractors, and supervise construction. 


WORK PROGRAM RELATING TO TESTS OF ALTERNATIVE OPERATING 
ARRANGEMENTS ANP APPLICATION OF SPECIFIC SERVICE STANDARDS 


This program would be primarily assigned to the technical develop- 
ment staff, with substantial contributions from the law, finance and 
community development staffs. 

1. Review agency findings as to optimum design of equipment 
and structures. 

2. Review agency market research findings as to desired public 
image of mass transportation. 

3. Determine realistic relationship between recommended physical 
facilities and the service standards desired for achievement of public 
objectives. 

4. Prepare, by route, operating plan(s) giving effect to capacity, 
cost, and comfort factors. This would involve analysis of scheduled 
vehicle assignments (taking into consideration such items as antici- 
pated peak loads, standee ratios, and technical equipment charac- 
teristics), headways, connections, and short turnaround service of 
completely manned, semiautomatic, and completely automated 
nature, respectively. 

5. Compute for each of the operating plans specified in project 4, 
a manning table with corresponding labor costs in accordance with 
previously developed estimates of wage costs by craft. 

6. Study alternative operating arrangements, and develop recom- 
mendations for Congress and other interested public authority. 
This would comprehend analysis of the varying costs and procedures 
resulting from (a) public construction and operation of new express 
transit (as in Boston, Cleveland, and Toronto); (6) public construction 
and private operation of new express transit facilities (as in Phila- 
delphia and Newark); (c) concurrent operation of new express transit 
with existing bus operations; or (d) operation of all public pas- 
senger-carrying facilities in the National Capital region by a single 
organization. 

7. Develop plans for coordinated operation between (a) new facil- 
ities which may be constructed and (6) the existing transit services, 
so that the operation of each will complement the other and not 
impair it, irrespective of simultaneous operation under a single or 
separate Managements. 
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g. Study alternative fare structures, together with revenue and traf- 
fic volume projections which arise from these. Correlate the metro- 
politan objective of maximum usage from new express transit facil- 
ities, With attainment of self-supporting status, while investigating 
whether round-trip fare differentials should be provided; and whether 
fares should be on a (a) mileage basis; (6) zone basis; (c) station basis; 
(d) flat-fare basis; (e) park ’n ride combination; (f) lower level at 
off-peak hours; or (g) discounted for volume travel. 

9. Prepare plan for maximum utilization of the new express transit 
facilities in the event of (a) a national defense fuel shortage; and (5) as 
a civil defense facility for shelter, assembly, or dispersion of the 
population. == sie 

10. If the prior investigation of school-bus activities has established 
that these can be integrated in whole or part with mass transit opera- 
tions, prepare operating plan for same. 

11. Study, in conjunction with the Post Office Department, whether 
express transit operating plans and facilities lend themselves to 
utilization in the Department’s transportation scheme for the Wash- 
ington metropolitan area, and if so, insure that appropriate provision 
is made to accommodate postal traffic. 


WORK PROGRAM: FINANCIAL ANALYSES 


The Finance Staff will have primary responsibility for this work 
program, with substantial contributions from the Technical Develop- 
ment and Law Staffs. 

1. Develop, analyze, study and report on the varying revenue- 
cost relationships obtaining with respect to (a) capital investment 
required for facilities and equipment; and (6) operating and mainte- 
nance results to be anticipated, from the several possible alternative 
(i) service standards (short turnaround service, headways, scheduled 
speeds, proportion of standees); (ii) fare structures; and (iii) operating 
arrangements (manned versus automated operation; public versus 
private management). 

2. Prepare estimated income statements and pro-forma balance 
sheets for express transit operations during each year of the ten year 
period following inauguration of service. This project, and that 
immediately preceeding, should give appropriate weight to the 
following significant factors: 

(a) Engineers are usually conservative in their cost estimation, 
consequently it is probable that costs projected by the Mass 
Transportation Survey may be too high in relation to projected 
revenues; likewise the estimated revenues may be below those 
which may realistically be anticipated. 

(b) Several cost levels merit consideration, of which the 
lowest is merely operation and maintenance expense. A second 
relevant cost level adds depreciation to these, a third adds interest 
to the first two, and a fourth possible cost level also includes tax 
equivalent payments. 

(ec) Should capital recovery of a necessarily sunk investment 
be construed as a cost chargeable to a public activity which by 
nature cannot be profitable within a framework of conventional 
accounting and corporate evaluation? It has not been so 
construed for highways. 
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(d) Any regional transportation network will have segments 
with unequal cost and revenue characteristics. Consequently 
meaningful financial projections should serve to pinpoint 
unprofitable segments and permit synthesis of a fare structure 
designed to maximize use, maximize earnings, or reach an 
acceptable compromise between these objectives. 

(e) A clear distinction should be made between fixed and 
variable costs of the several facilities to be used in the express 
transit system. It should be borne in mind that the fixed cost 
of bus operation on the public highways is largely borne by the 
several governmental jurisdictions and therefore direct compari- 
sons on an out-of-pocket basis above special structure, rail, or 
road, as the case may be, are likely to prove of value in com- 
parative costing preliminary to investment decision. 

3. Following its cost-revenue analyses the agency should conduct 
detailed studies designed to disclose how the resulting financial bur- 
dens are to be correlated among the several benefiting jurisdictions 
and what principles are to govern the distribution of costs and financial 
obligations. 

4. Subsidiary to and concurrent with the immediately preceeding 
project, the agency should also conduct a detailed study of taxation 
requirements, or payments in lieu of taxation which may be expected 
or required from projected new mass transportation facilities. This 
study should examine whether there is a fundamental inequity in the 
imposition of such taxes, or payments in lieu of taxes, in the absence 
of similar imposts on highways, when both are public activities serving 
the same public purposes. 

5. Analyze the possibilities of ultimate contributions by the States 
of Maryland and Virginia toward the capital, operating, and main- 
tenance costs of the mass transportation facilities. In this connec- 
tion it should be mentioned that no reference to support from these 
sources was made in the mass transportation survey. On the other 
hand, the transit improvement programs now well underway in San 
Francisco, and just beginning in Los Angeles have received significant 
support from State sources. If the States recognize an obligation to 
provide adequate highways, they should, by the same token, accept 
the responsibility to supply the basic transportation plant for those 
portions of their populations which make more economical use of re- 
sources and are consequently less of a drain upon State fiscal resources. 

6. Evaluate the fiscal results of a capital improvement program 
partially financed by excess takings. 

7. Develop procedures and actuarial standards related to extension 
of credit by a transit operating organization. Is it desirable to pro- 
vide credit on a continuing basis for transit riders? If so, reference 
to the experience of various public utility concerns would seem to 
merit investigation prior to the inauguration of similar systems on 
new transportation facilities in the Washington metropolitan area. 


8. Conduct, as an aid to investment decision, cost-benefit analyses 
of both empirical and mathematical types. 

Compare the cost of new facilities with traffic congestion losses 
which have occurred or will be experienced from or by (a) reductions 
in taxicab revenue; (6) extra fuel requirements for motor vehicles; 
(c) excessive motor vehicle repair and maintenance costs; (d) excessive 
accident costs; (e) incremental insurance premiums; (f) rapid vehicle 
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depreciation ; (g) entertainment media; (h) wasted time of business 
and Government officials; (7) wage waste account time lost in traffic; 
(j) retail sales; (F) unrealized new construction; (/) decreased efficiency 
of municipal services; and (m) decrease in tax rateables from replace- 
ment of office buildings with parking lots. } 
Mathematical solutions through use of benefit cost ratios may also 
afford insight to the benefits flowing directly or indirectly from im- 
proved transportation facilities. Among useful measures of this type is 
R—R, 
O-—Co 
Where nid 
R =total annual user cost of present facilities; 
:=total annual user cost of new facilities; 

C =total annual cost of existing transport facilities; 

C,=total annual cost of improved facilities; and 

R —R,=a measure of user benefits, 
given 

carefully evolved monetary values attached to time, 

comfort, convenience, accident reduction, and non- 

user benefits. 


9. Establish recommended financial standards against which opera- 
tions would be conducted. 

10. Explore with security analysts and underwriting specialists the 
marketability of varied types of security issuances under the several 
organizational alternatives. 

11. Estimate, by 5-year construction stages, the capital funds which 
may be available from various sources, and relate these to specific 
capital projects, pinpointing projects for which funds are unavailable. 

12. Prepare and issue a sound and effective plan for financing cap- 
ital costs, and for meeting annual deficits if any, based on (a) the 
financial standards adopted, and (6) anticipated sources of capital and 
operating funds. 

13. Prepare legislation to implement financial and operating plan, 
as appropriate. 

EpucATION 


PUBLIC EDUCATION AND COMMUNITY RELATIONS WORK PROGRAM 


This program would be the responsibility of the Public Education 
Staff. It would include the following duties and projects: 

1. An early and important activity will be the recruitment, staffing, 
and servicing of the several regional advisory committees that may be 
established to provide public support for the program and guidance 
for those charged with carrying it out. Based upon the experience 
in the San Francisco Bay area, and of the Urban Traffic and Trans- 
portation Board in Philadelphia, advisory committees might well be 
constituted in at least the following areas: 

Public information. 
Law and legislation. 
Government relations. 
Community relations. 
Financing. 
Engineering. 

Area economy. 
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For each of these groups a series of regular meetings should be estab. 
lished with an agenda prepared in advance by the Education Staff 
The latter would be charged with the establishment of a work program 
for each committee, designed to elicit from each the maximum guid- 
ance and support of which its members are capable. 

2. Prepare and distribute a periodical bulletin at monthly intervals 
This would go to an extensive mailing list (also compiled by the 
Education Staff) of community leaders, Government officials, business. 
men and technicians concerned with the development of the areg 
Copies would also be furnished to libraries, schools, and other selected 
distribution outlets, perhaps including the ‘“‘take one” racks of present 
transit vehicles. The bulletin should be a short, perhaps four- to 
six-page publication, containing news of the agency’s activities and 
goals as well as reports on important developments in technology 
and planning. It would, however, be liberally illustrated and pre. 
sented in nontechnical language. It might also contain short articles 
by community leaders and others who would relate the agency’s 
program to their own individual fields of special interest, and thus 
elicit maximum interest in and knowledge of the agency among a 
broad cross section of the public. 

3. Prepare and distribute press releases, as well as prepare and 
place radio and television spot announcements. 

4. Arrange for radio, television, newspaper, and magazine publicity, 
including special features and articles as appropriate. ; 

5. Arrange regularly scheduled group meetings between agency 
personnel and members of such organizations as (a) the Washington 
Regional Conference; (b) other governmental and civic entities; 
and (c) professional planners and engineers in the metropolitan area, 
Such meetings would encourage the interchange of information 
between those responsible for developing agency policy and persons 
most knowledgeable of local conditions and requirements; they 
would help provide a broader basis of information for guidance of 
agency personnel, and assist in obtaining a greater understanding for 
the agency’s work program. 

6. Arrange for, prepare and supervise public opinion surveys 
which, through sampling and other modern market research tech- 
niques, would undertake to evaluate, assess, and inform the agency 
upon such questions as (a) the sources of present public dissatisfaction 
with transit; (6) the improvements in transit service, physical facili- 
ties, and fare structures which the public deems to be desirable; and 
(c) needs for correction of its own activities when and if these fail to 
meet public requirements. 

7. Maintain a clipping service in which data and articles from 
outside sources, bearing on agency activities, could be assembled for 
reference. 

8. Establish and operate a public inquiries office to answer tele- 
phonic and written requests for information about activities of the 
organization. 

9. Prepare and distribute occasional brochures informing the public 
on particular activities and/or goals of the agency, and/or its studies 
and reports. In coordination with other staffs of the agency, prepare 
the format of formal studies and reports. Maintain liaison with the 
Government Printing Office and/or other graphic arts agencies whose 
services are to be utilized for production of reports. 
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10. Arrange and conduct a series of open forums at which trans- 
portation officials both from Washington and other cities could 
inform the public as to progress and activities in urban transportation. 

11. Maintain a public speaking schedule for agency officials. 

12. Maintain continuing contact with, and free flow of information 
to (a) the Executive Office of the President; (6) Congress, especially 
the District Committees and the Maryland and Virginia delegations; 
(c) the governments of Maryland and Virginia; and (d) the District 
of Columbia government. 

13. Insure that the agency is represented by personnel, speakers, 
and exhibits at all pertinent public functions. 

14. Design and carry out special information to advise and inform 
groups whose support and understanding requires special care. 
Illustrative of those from whom understanding may be especially 
significant are the following: (a) School children; (6) automobile 
dealers, service station owners, and parking lot operators; and (c) 
residents and businessmen whose properties may be condemned as 
specific locations for new transportation facilities are selected. 

15. Arrange for preparation of film, film strips, and graphic ma- 
terials illustrative of the agency’s work and progress. 

16. Maintain a historical record of the agency’s performance. 

17. Arrange for permanent and semipermanent display of the 
agency’s plans, accomplishments, and goals in prominent public 
places. 

18. Prepare a carefully designed publicity program calculated to 
minimize interruptions to traffic flow and normal business activities 
from the construction phase of the agency’s activities, when this 
begiris. Provide, to police, fire, utilities, highway departments, 
businessmen, and residents, a timely and complete information service 
with respect to potential interruptions and disturbances to normal 
traffic patterns. 

ADMINISTRATIVE 


ADMINISTRATIVE WORK PROGRAM 


The administrative staff of the agency would have the following 
housekeeping and office management functions: 

(1) It would secure office space for the agency; (2) it would be 
responsible for staff recruitment; (3) it would establish and supervise 
procedures concerned with (a) personnel; (b) purchasing; (c) auditing, 
irrespective whether this be done by the General Accounting Office 
or some other organization; (d) internal reports; (e) office management 


and services; (f) computer services; and (g) the organization and 
administration of a library. 


x 





